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Preface

● This environmental assessment (EA) was prepared by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) to
assess the potential impacts associatd with the siting, consuuction, and opation of the proposed
Consolidated Incineration Facility (CIF), at the Savannah River Site, Aiken, South Carolina. me
text of the dccmnt is unchanged from the EA issued in June 1992, with the following k
exceptions: (1) S~tion 2.1 refers to recent solid waste fomast information, (2) Section 4.5.1
deletes the reference to dioxin emission standark, and (3) a footnote to Section 4.6.2 includes the
results of a more conservative risk factor. An additional appendix has also been added to the EA.
Appendix B presents comments received on the June 1992 EA and the prom FONSI from
fdeml, state, and local agencies, ittte~st groups, and individuals. Appendix B also contains both
general and s~ific DOE responses to tiese wmments.
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1.0 Purpose And Need For Action

● 1.1 Purpose

~s document has been prepared by the Department of Energy (DOE) to assess the potential
environmental impacts of the construction and operation of a new Consolidated Incineration
Facility (CIF) at the Savannah River Site (SRS), Aiken, South Carolina. ‘fire SRS was previously
known as the Savamah River Plant (SRP). The CIF would incinerate SRS hazardous, mixed, and
low-level radioactive waste. The incineration of hazardous and mixed wastes would enable SRS to
comply with existing and future Resource Conservation and Remvery Act (RCRA) requirements
for treatment of hazardous waste prior to land disposal. Incineration is the best treatment method
available for many SRS wastes. Presently, SRS ships its untreated hazardous waste offsite for
treatment and disposal, stores its mixed wastes onsite and disposes of its low level radioactive
waste onsite.

This Environmentat Assessment (EA) has been prepared in mmplisnw with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, the requirements of the Council of
Environmental Quality Regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and the
DOE NEPA Rule (10 CFR 1021). NEPA requires the assessment of environmental consequenms
of all major Federal actions that may affect the quality of the human environment. The potential
environmental effects of SRS waste disposal, including disposal of the treated ash and scmbber
blowdown byproducts resulting from operation of the CIF, are evaluated in the “Final
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), Waste Management Activities for Groundwater
Protection,” (DOE, 1987). That EIS stated that no significant impacts were expected from the
operation of the new waste management facilities, inchsding the CIF and related support facilities,
analyzed in the EIS.

Incineration of SRS hazardous, radioactive: and mixed waste at the CIF would reduce the volume
and toxicity of this waste and permanent y -obilize tie incinerator solid waste residue (ash) by
in-drum stabilization for placement in art onsite hazardous waste/mixed waste disposal facility.
The incinerator liquid waste residue (offgas scrubber blowdown) would be solidified for onsite
disposal in an onsite RCRA hazardous waste permitted facility in accordance with required
treatment standards. This would eliminate a potential sourm of groundwater contamination at SRS
by incinerating this waste prior to its land disposal at SRS. In addition to allowing SRS to comply
with the RCRA requirements, the CIF would also eliminate present SRS offsite shipments of
incinerable hazardous waste for treatment and disposal.

1.2 Need For Action

Presently at SRS, untreated hazardous waste is being shipped offsite, mixed wastes are being
stored onsite, and low-level radioactive wastes are disposed of onsite. One million pounds of
hazardous and mixed waste is currently generated each year onsite. ~Is waste will be required to
be treated and disposed of in accordance with existing and future RCRA Land Disposal Restriction
treatment standards and similar South Carolina Hazardous Waste Management Regulations. The
CIF is also necessary to reduce the volume of this waste and the mobility of radioactive waste
constituents.

SRS low-level radioactive waste is presently being disposed of in shallow land burial onsite. An
additional two and a half million pounds of low-level radioactive waste is currently generated each
year onsite. Beginning in 1992, this waste is to be disposed of in engineered SRS “vault-design”
land disposal facilities, which will isolate the waste from the surrounding soil and groundwater at
significantly higher disposal costs. However, presently there are no SRS facilities that can treat
this waste. me CIF would use rotary kiln incineration in conjunction with a secondary
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combustion chamber to reduce the volume of this waste in order to lower final disposal costs for
low-level waste at SRS and help protect groundwater and soil resourus on SRS. It is estimated
that the CIF would reduce an annual average design waste volume of 580,000 cu. ft. down to
44,600 cu. ft. of stabilized ash and unstabilized blowdown (13:1 volume reduction factor). ●
Stabilization of CIF scrubber blowdown at another SRS facility would add to the final volume of
disposed blowdown, resulting in a net final volume of 72,500 cu. ft. of all waste prowssed
through the CIF (8:1 volume reduction).

Types of waste to be incinerated by the CIF would include waste cordirrned or suspected of being
hazardous, low-level radioactive, or mixed waste. For this assessment, hazardous waste is waste
defined as hazardous by RCRA and mixed waste means waste that has both radioactive and
hazardous wmponents. The CIF would not receive or treat any waxte containing dioxins or
polychlonnated biphenyls.

This waste is primarily generated during normal operations at SRS. It consists of solids, sludges,
organic liquid:, and aqueous waste such as oils, paint solids, solvents, rags, clothing, and floor
cleaning materials. Due to the variety of waste forms and waste contsinem expected to be
processed in the CIF, the CIF would have a rotary kiln primary combustion chamber and a
semndary combustion chamber (SCC) to ensure at least 99.99% destruction of dl hazardous
materials, which is so EPA regulation. The CIF offgss treatment system would ensure that its
SCC offgss meets all applicable regulatory limits prior to discharge to the environment. About 30
lb/hr of residual ash would result from CIF incineration and would be stabilized for permanent
disposal at SRS in a RCRA hszardoua waste permitted facility.

By the time the CIF would begin operations, hazardous and mixed wastes, such as benzene from
continuing Defense Waste Promssing Facility (DWPF) operations, would have accumulated at
SRS and require incineration in accordance with RCRA. To reduce this inventory, the CIF would
process and treat higher volumes, an estimated five million pounds of waste annually for the first
three years, and then four million pounds annually after that. Some ninety-nine percent of the
waste by volume to be proassed by the CIF is expected to mntain low levels of radioactivity.

me volume reduction of waste by the ~ complements the SRS sitewide waste minimization
program @SRC, 1989a), which reduces to the maximum practical extent the volume and toxicity
of hazardous, low-level radioactive, and mixed waste requiring treatment and/or disposal. A
reduction in waste volume and toxicity would result in a reduction of risk to the public and
environment due to emissions and secondary waste resulting from operations of waste storage and
disposal facilities. SRS has committed significant manpower and financial resources to the waste
minimization program in order to realize the maximum practical benefit from this program,

A variety of techniques are being explored md utilized to minimize waste, and a number of
techniques have been implemented resulting in a redu~d generation rate for various SRS waste
streams. Among these techniques are process and raw material changes, waste segregation
(separate waste into toxic and nontoxic fractions), recycling and reuse of waste, and employee
awareness training. The implementation strategy assures that all SRS waste streama are identiled,
one or more minimization techniques such ss those listed above are selected and implemented, and
progrex toward established goals is reported Snd monitored. Significant waste reductions have
already been realized at SRS.
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2.0 Proposed Action And Alternatives

● 2.1 Proposed Action: Replace Shipping and Storage of Untreated Hazardous, Mixed, and
Low-Level Radioactive Waste at SRS with Onsite Incineration of These Wastes and Onsite
Disposal of Their Resulting Waste Residues in SRS Disposal Facilities Permitted by RCRA

Under this proposed action, the Department of Energy would construct and operate a CIF at SRS
to treat hazardous, mixed, and low-level radioactive wastes by incinerating them prior to disposal
at SRS. The CIF would be constmcted in the 200-H Separations Area of SRS, an industrial area
near the center of SRS. The CIF would be a new concrete and steel open building of about 31,000
square feet with promssing facilities, mntrol rooms, waste receiving areas, and waste handling
areas.

The ClF’spro~ssing facilities would include the rotary kihr primary incinerator and a secondary
mmbustion cbarnber (SCC) with solid and liquid waste feed systems, en offgas cleaning system,
an ash solidification sysrem, a scrubber blowdown system, and process control equipment. The 8-
foot by 2S-foot rotary kiln would be mupled to the 7-foot by 21-foot SCC. The incinerator’s two
wmbustion chambers would be maintained at a slight vacuum to minimize fugitive emissions.
Liquid wastes, including bemene, would be fed using burner nozzles and solid wastes would be
fed by a ram feed system. The kiln, SCC, and ducts leading to the quench chambers would have
carbon steel shells lined with refractory. Specific areas of the CIF pr~ss would be totally
enclosed and kept under mntinuous, negative pressure to insure no escape of radioactive or
cbemicall y toxic particulate. These enclosures, as well as a similar maintenance enclosure around
the rotary kiln, are discussed later in this section. The remainder of the CIF pr-ss would not be
enclosed in order to effectively dissipate the heat created in the mmbuation process. The general
layout for the CIF and its supporting facilities is shown in Figures 2-1 and 2-2.

CIF supporting facilities would include truck loading and urdoading stations, tank farm facilities
for waste handling and storage, offices, storage, and maintenance areas. The tank farm facilities
would consist of two 4,200-gallon agitated blend tanka, one 6,500-gallon agitated aqueous waste
storage .tink, and one 6,500-gallon spare waste storage tank. Each of the= =rbon steel rsnks
would be above grade tanka and would have a nitrogen blanketing system for fire protection and
curbs and dikes for leakage containment. Two additional tanks shown in Figure 2-2 would be for
fuel oil and nitrogen storage.

The CIF promss building would have a 150-foot exhaust stack which would handle the offgas
from the incinerator and the exhaust air from the building ventilation system. The offgas and
exhaust air would be high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filtered. The offgaa would also be
-led in a quench vexel, and enter a free jet scrubber to remove particulate and acid gases before
entering a cyclone separator to remove entrained moisture. Tire gas would then pass through a
mist eliminator and a series of HEPA filters to remove any tine particles left in the emissions before
being monitored and released through the stack. Spent scrubber solution (“blowdowrt”) would be
pumped to waste hold tanks for subsequent transfer to artother onsite RCRA facility, where the
solution would be solidified and disposed of in accordance with DOE Orders and standards and
Federal and State hazardous waste regulations. The building ventilation system would maintain
sufficient ventilation air flow and a slight vacuum in the following enclosures to Prevent rele~ of
radioactive or chemically toxic perticulates mntainer handling area, kiln feed enclosures? kihr seal
hoods, and aah handling enclosure. Redundant induced-draft fans would be installed to insure
adequate air flow and negative pressure is maintained in these enclosures at all times. A
maintenance enclosure would also be installed around the rotary kiln.
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The enclosure would inmrporate sidewall louvers and roof ventilators to facilitate heat dissipation
during CIF operation. During kiln maurtenance, the louvers and ventilators would be closed to
prevent the release of radioactive or chemically toxic particulate. me building ventilation system
would provide exhaust hoods around each of the kiln seals for the collection and HEPA filtration o
of gases. These hoods would @llect SOYgas escaping from the kiln seals should a process upset
create a positive pressure, instead of the normat negative pressure maintained within the kiln.
Negative pressure is to ~ maintained in the process system by induced draft fans to miniiize
fugitive emissions. Liqu]d waste tanks in the CIF tank farm wodd be vented to another HEPA
filter system with an activated organic carbon adsorption unit prior to release from a 42-foot stack.
The CIF process diagram is shown in Figure 2-3.

Waste to be burned by the CIF would be transported to the CIF by truck or pipeline and would be
monitored to ensure that it meets ~F acceptance criteria. The acceptance criteria will be
established baaed on the requirements of the state and federal operating permits issued to the CIF
and triaI bum test results. A waste characterization pIan has been developed by which sI1waste
would be tested regularly to insure it meets the CIF acceptanw criteria. Included is testing for
types and levels of chemid and radioactive mntaminants, and foreign objects not mmpatible with
the incineration equipment. These programs are to aid in assuring that materials not suitable for
incineration are excluded, CIF operation remains stable, and emissions do not exceed safe levels.
No wastes containing dioxins or polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBS) would be received or
incinerated in the CIF. Airlock-type devices would be used to prevent any spread of radioactivity,
toxicity, or flammable mmbustion products into the waste feed system, Waste would be rejected
and returned to the generator if it emits radiation above levels safe for worker exposure, contains
bottled liquid or large metal pieces, is larger than 24 inches in length, or weighs less than 5 lbs or
more than 75 lbs. Solid waste containing toxic materials would be handled using established site
procedures to keep the emissions and worker exposures within levels permitted by DOE Ordem
and standards, DOE-adopted OSHA standards and EPA regulations.

Solid waste meeting acceptance criteria would be fed directly to the high temperature incinerator.
However, liquid waste, delivered by pipeline, tank truck, or wntainers to the CIF tank farm,
would be ud,oaded into storage tanks or pumped directJy to the prmss building for incineration.
Liquid waste would be blended with other waste in the storage/blend tanka and then fed to me
incinerator. Auxiliary fuel, #2 fuel oil, would be added as necessary to maintain operating
temperatures. Maximum feed rates to the kiln for solid waste would be 2025 lbs/lrr, 950 lbsihr for
low heat value liquid waste, and 385 lbs/hr for high heat value liquid waste.

Solid waste inventones vary from high BTU matensds such as paint solids containing non-
chlorinated organi= to chlorinated materials such as absorbed perchloroethylene, 1,1,2
trichlorotrifluorethane, trichloroethylene, 1,1,1 trichloretharre, and some pesticides. Job control
waste typically mnsists of rags, plastic or cloth work suits, shoe rovers, polyvinyl chloride (PVC)
sheeting, mops and other floor cleaning equipment that may contain low levels of radioactivity
and/or small quantities of hazardous constituents such as benzene.

Liquid waste inventones include hazsrdo~ and nonhazardous waste such as chlorinated and
nonchlonnated organic solvents, machine oils, paints and tJdnners, lubricating oils, pesticides,
laboratory organic wastes, and organic process waste streams. Some liquid waste contains low
levels of radioactivity. Radioactive organic liquid waste from the DWPF is over 90 percent
benzene mixed with other aromatics.
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Estimated liquid and solid waste volumes were used to help establish the design baais of the CIF.
These startup inventones and annual processing volume estimates me provided in Table 2-1.
Actual volumes within each waste ca~egory may vw in response to changes in the SRS mission.
For example, because the Fuel Materials Facility has been placed in stand-by, the actual volume of ●
naval fuel organi= to be incinerated will be ordy a few hundred gallons. DOE is satisfied that the
sizing of the proposed CfF is still appropriate based on ita review of the site’a 1993 fiscal year
solid waste forewt and allowing for expected fluctuations in waste generation (Westinghouse
1992).

Maximum design operating temperatures are 1832F in the rotary kiln at a minimum 100% excess
air and 2012°F in the SCC at a minimum 80~0 excess air. At maximum design throughput, the
minimum offgas residenw time in the SCC is two aeccmds.

Actuat operating temperatures and actual SCC gas residence time required to insure 99.99%
minimum destruction of the Principal Organic Hazardous Constituenta @OHC) in the waste would
be established by the RCRA trial bum and would become RCRA operating permit requirements.
Solids retention time in the kiln would range from a minimum of 30 minutes to a maximum of 90
minutes. The average operating rate would be 720 lba/lrr for solids and 172 lbshr for liquids to
the kiln and 139 lba/hr for liquids to the SCC.

In accordance with EPA regulations, CIF ash would be handled, treated, stored, and disposed of
onsite as RCRA hazardous waste because a portion of the aah would result from the treatment of
listed hazardous wastes, anrt/or wastes containing varying levels of nonincinerable RCRA
hazardous wnstituents (e.g., mercury, lead). In addition, most ash would contain detectable levels
of radioactivity. Virtually all waste incinerated would be hazardous ancl/or radioactive, ad
essentially all resulting ash would be similarly hazardous @y EPA rule or imposition) and/or
radioactive. Therefore, no attempt would be made to segregate a very minor amount of
nofiazardoua, norrradloactive aah and handle it differently from ha.zardoua and/or radioactive ash.
The treatment and disposal methods selected for the CIF ash would meet applicable EPA hnd
Disposal Restriction treatment standards (or EPA approved alternate standards) for the hazardous
mnstituenta and also bind the radioactivity into an environmentally immobile form.

Aah not entrained in the offgaa would empty into a water tank for removal to 55-gallon drums
while still maintaining a vacuum seal with the rotary kiln. Controlled amounts of cement and water
would be remotely added to the drums and mixed by a tumbling action to produce stabilized waste.
‘Ilte ash removal and drum mixing operations would be mntained in an enclosure to prevent the
release of radioactivity to tire environment. The ventilation exhaust air from this enclosure is to be
HEPA filtered. These operations are remotely controlled to minimize worker exposures to
radiation and radioactive and chemically toxic ash particulate. me drums of stabilized ash wodd be
monitored for surface mntamination, decontaminated if needed, and transferred to onaite disposal
facilities permitted for hazardous waste in aardance with RCRA and other applicable Federal and
State requirements.

To insure a safe and efficient CIF design, other waste incinerators in DOE and the private sector
were surveyed by SRS. ne operating experiences of these other facilities have resulted in various
CIF design features intended to minimize operating impacts on the environment (e.g., the hoods to
be installed around the kiln seals wilI collect any gas or particulate that may occasionally escape due
to seal wear).

All applicable DOE Ordera and atandsrds, DOE-adopted OSHA standards, and SRS requirements
would be followed to assure the protection of worker health and safety during normal operations
and in the event of accidents having the potential for radiological or toxic chemical exposure.
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TABLE 2-1 CIF WASTE FEED SUMMARY

Waste Catez ory Waste TvsIe Kev C heroical Component

Hieh Heat Value Liquids (Heating Val.c >7500 BTU/lb)

High BTU NRHW Acetone, Methyl Ethyl Ketone,
Toluene, Mineral Spirits

Chlorinated NRHW Perchloroethylene, Trichloroethane,
Trichloroethylene

Purex Solvent LL RAD Parrafin, Tributylphosphate

DWPF Organic Mixed Benzene, Mercury
r.r
h

Naval Fuel Organic Mixed Classified

Tntiated Oils Mixed Lubricating Oil

Fuel 011Flush Mixed Fuel Oil with traces of components
from other liquid and solid wastes

Low Heat Value Liquids (Heating Value <7500 BTU/lb)

Aqueous NRHW Water with dissolved organi~ (e.g.,
benzene, tricfrforoethane)and metals
(e.g., nickel, chromium, lead)

Aqueous Flush M~ed Water with traces of components from
other liquid and solid wastes

Estimated
Startup
Inventory

22,000 gal

500 gal

36,000 gal

150,000 gal

31,000 gal

15,000 gal

20,000 gal

2,000 gal

7,000 gal

Estimated
Annual
Volume

22,000 gal

500 gal

8,000 gal

50,000 gal

4,500 gal

7,000 gal

9,000 gal

2,000 gal

1,000 gal



TABLE 2-1 (CONT’D) CIF WASTE FEED SUMMARY

Waste Category Waste Tvoe

Solids-

High BTU NRHW

Chlorinated NRHW

Job Control Waste - LL RAD/Mixed

w
&

Estimated
startup

Kev Chemical Component(s) ~

Acetone, Methyl Ethyl Ketone, 440 Cuft
Tohsene, Mineral Spirits, Paint
Solids, Rags, Inert Liquid Absorbents

Perchloroethylene, Trichioroethane, 380 CU ft
Trichloroethylene, Rags, Inert Liquid
Absorbents

Polyethylene, Polyvinylchloride, 200,000 Cuft
Cellulose, Lead, Cadmium

1. NRHW = Non-Radioactive Huardous Waste LL RAD = bw-~vel Radioactive Waste
Mixed = Wastes that are botb RCRA hazardous and radioactive

2. Solid waste rated at 5 lb/cu ft and 7500 BTU/f~ Yearly solids eorrtribution = 21.0E9 BTU
3. Liquid waste rated at 8.33 lb/gal and 18,000 BTUflb; Yearly liquids contribution = 13.4E9 BTU
4. Average throughput = 7.OMBTUibr (based on 50% and 70% availability for solids and liquids respectively)
5. Facility Rated Capacity = 19.OMBTU/hr

Estimated
Annual
w

440 Cuft

380 CU ft

560,000 CU ft



Training for the safe handling of hazardous waste would be provided for workers and supervisor

●
as required by DOE Orders, OSHA regulations, SRS requirements and proudures and orher
appli~ble Feder~ and State regulations. Annual comprehensive retiesher training on routine CIF
OPeratlpns, emergency procedures, and safe handling of hazardous materials, among other topim,
ISrequired of all CIF operators and supervisors to insure mntinued safe operation of the CIF. In
addition, all safety systems and equipment would be regularly inspected to insure they are available
to help avoid or mitigate the impact of any potential operating incidents such as process upsets,
spills, etc.

2.2 Alternative Actiom Ship Untreated SRS Hazardous and Mixed Waste Offsite for Treatment
and Disposal

DOE has considered transporting the hazardous and mixed wastes to offsite incinerators. Under
this alternative, SRS incinerable mixed wastes would be shipped to offsite DOE mixed waste
incinerators (e.g., Oak Ridge or INEL) for treatment and disposal. Commercial mixed waste
incinerator capacity is not available. SRS incinerable hazardous waste would be sh]pped to offsite
DOE incinerators or commercial h=ardous waste incinerators for treatment and disposal. SRS
low-level radioactive waste would be stored or disposed of at SRS without incineration.

An advantage of this alternative would be no CIF capital construction costs. However, DOE
incinerators would not have sufficient available capacity for the volume of SRS mixed waste.

Even if capacity were available, this advantage would be at least partially offset by the expected
need to invest additional capital funds at the other selected DOE incinerators to eliminate the design
limitations (e.g., enhanmd radiation shielding, offgas radioactivity filtration) that currendy prevent
them from safely processing certain SRS mixed waste streams. Further, the select?d DOE
incinerators would have to incur additional costs to obtain modifications to their state and federal
operating pemits and to perform the trial bum testing required to secure the modifications.

It is expected that the incremental mst of incinerating SRS mixed and hazardous waste would be
similar at SRS or offsite, although considerable additional transportation ~sts would be incurred
for shipment to offsite incinerators.

This alternative also has the disadvantage of requiring shipments of h-dous and radioactive
waste off site for treatment and disposal. Wile transportation of hazardous materials on public
highways is mnducted safely, the CIF would allow SRS to keep wastes onsite and eliminate any
risk, however slight, associated with public highway transportation. Transportation of wastes at
SRS would be restricted to roads closed to the public or transported in amrdanm with DOT
regulations.

Moreover, with the CIF, wastes would remain under the direct custody and control of DOE, thus
maximizing the likelihood of proper handling of the waste materials. Also, tils alternative causes
sustained operation of SRS to be dependent on the availability of wrmnercial waste treatment
facilities. Any problems encountered by commercial vendors which would result in their inability
to process SRS waste would impact site operations.

2.3 Alternative Action Construct One SRS Incinerator for DWPF Liquid Waste (13etine) and (
Construct Another SRS Incinerator for Hazardous and Mixed Waste

~is dtemative would involve multiple incineration systems to hhdle specific waste s~eams or
mmbinations of waste streams. One incinerator would be constructed at SRS to bum
miscellaneous solid and liquid hazardous wastes, with the unit to be subsequently upgraded to
handle radioactive waste. Another incinerator would be constructed at SRS to bum only organic

●
liquid waste fim DWPF. Different technologies would be utilized for the different waste streams
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baaed ~Inthe characteristics of the waste. An advantage of using different technologies would be
that treatment efficiency, and possibly direct treatment costs, for a given waste could be optimized.

Two separate incinerators would result in a substantial duplication of facilities resulting in o
substantial] y greater costs tharr ~e proposed action of constructing one incinerator to handle all
SRS waste types. This multiple incinerator rdternative wodd result in higher actual and potential
emissions to the environment from redundrmt equipment. For example, the a~egate number of
liquid waste storage * would be higher for separate facilities, and the total vent emissions from
these tardcswould be h]gher tharr from the tardra to be instsdled at the CIF. Similarly, the increased
number of prmss equipment items in the separate facilities would create a higher number of
potential fugitive emission leaks and total quantity of fugitive emissions, as well as higher
maintenanu costs due to duplication of processing equipment.

Separate incinerators would not result in improved combustion efficiency and therefore lower
incomplete wmbuation pollutant emissions than those from a single facility. A single consolidated
facility would have to meet the same RCRA combustion efficiency requirements for principal
organic hazardous constituents (99.9970 or greater destruction and removal efficiency) snd other
offgas quality standards as separate facilities, without regard to choice of mmbustor design.
Consequently, separate facilities would not provide a pollutant emission reduction advantage
compared to a single combined facility.

2.4 Aftemative Action: Treat SRS Hazardous Waste by Some Method Other Than Incineration

Solidflcation, biological treatment, and chemical treatment were considered as alternatives to
incineration. Solidification would immobilize, but would not redua the toxicity or the volume of
the waste. The potential for mntamination of the environment wodd still exist and the waste may
have to be reclaimed at a later date. Thus, solidification was not deemed to be a reasonable
alternative.

Chemical arrd/or biological treatment of the waste would lead to a mdtitude of treatment prtiaacs.
A specific prwss would likely be required to treat each waste stream, since most bioengineered
organisms are capable of breaking down onfy very limited types of wastes. The advantage of this
method is that a specific treatment method would be utilixed for each waste stream, possibly
increasing the efficiency of destruction for each stream. A disadvantage of this alternative is that
separate treatment facilities would be required for each waste stieam, sign~]cantly increasing the
cost, land usage and fugitive emissions due to the possible duplication of equipment. Another
disadvantage is that no other treatment method compares favorably with incineration, which haa
been identified by the EPA x the Best Demonstrated Available Technology (BDA~ for treatment
of many haxardous wastes in recent regulations that set treatment standards for hazardous waste for
land disposal (i.e., EPA considers incineration to be one of the most effective treatment methods
for hazardous waste for land disposal) (EPA 1990a). SRS produces a number of h=ardous
wastes for which incineration has been specmled by EPA as BDAT. Therefore, biological and
chemid treatment were not deemed to be reasonable alternatives to incineration as a treatment
technology.

2.5 No Action

Under this alternative, the CIF would not be mnstrrscted or operated. Untreated waste would
mrttinue to accumulate at SRS. Extended storage of untreated hazardous waste is generally not
allowed except to accumulate Sufficient qu~tities to facilitate proper treatmen~ remvery, or
disposal. RCRA requires prompt treatment of restricted hazardous wsste.

The no action alternative would mve ~Piti Snd operating mst of treatment facilities for SRS IOW
level, hazardous and mixed waste. ne disadvantage of this alternative is that failure to COrsStMCt

●
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and operate the CIF would not allow SRS to mmply with requirements in the Land Disposal
Restrictions Federal Facility Compliance Agreement which would affect DOE’s ability to comply

●
with other legal requirements. This would negatively affect operations at DWPF, would result in
the mntinued offsite shipment of waste, and would not allow DOE to undertake an action which
would reduce potential environmental impacts to groundwater and soil resourws.

A comparison of the impacts associated with the different alternatives is presented in Table 2-2.
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TABLE2-2

Comparison of Impacts of the CIF and Alternatives

OFFSITE HW SEPARATE ALTERNATE
MACT G ~mENT No ACTWO

Land Use

Site dedication

Ground water

Haalth effects

Aquatic
ecology

Three acres.
No significant
imgact.

Only contaminated
areas that could not
& returned to public
usa aftar a 100 year
institutional pariod
would become
dedicatad sites.

CIF would use 27
GPM of groundwatar.
Only uncontami-
nated storm waler
to be released to
surface. No signi-
ficant impaas.

No major impact from
axpecfad dis-
charge of radio-
active or chemical
effluents, Possible
minor impact from
accidental raleaaes,

Waate treatmant
will reduca ~tan-
tial impacts fro”
long term storage
with amidental
releases. Siting
mnstraints would
praclude major
impacts

No additional
permanent
instruction.

No stia
dedication

No impact.

Possible impact
in the avent of an
accident during
shipping. Actual
impact dependent
upon circum-
stance of a=idant.

Possible impact
in the event of an
accident during
shipment.

Up to six acres

Up to twica aa much
as CIF.

Expecfad to be
aameas CIF, OnV
unmntaminated
storm water to be
relaased to sutface.

No mapr impacf fmm
expacted discharge
of radioadive or
chamical effluents.

Same as CIF,

Depend upn
number of treat-
ment options.
More treatmant
options would ba
expected to usa
more land area.

Expacted to be
greater than CIF
dua 10 the use of
more aifes,

Watar use ex-
pected to ba
greatar. Solidica.
$:t:f~:at ed

probably require
quantities of
watar beyond
that needed for
tha CIF,

No mapr impact
expectad from
discharga of radio-
acfba or chemkal
effluants. POssi-
ble impacf from
increased poten-
tial for fugitive
emiaaions.

Same as CIF.

No immct

No site
dedication

Possible
impact fmm
undetected
containel
Iaaks,

Possible im-
pact from ami-
dental raleasaa.
Raleases dua to
undetected con-
tainer dagrada.
tion are more
probabla wfih
extanded
storage,

Posaibla im-
pacts fmm long
term storage
with undetected
container leaks.
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TABLE 2-2 (cent’d)

Comparison of Impacts of the CIF and Alternatives

OFFSITE HW SEPARATE ALTERNATE
~A~ G NO ACw

Terrestrial Site location ad-
ecology jacent to H-Area

expectad to result
in no significant
impact. No en-
dangered species
are known to exist
on or near propsed
site.

Habfiats/ No habitat or wat.
wallands land would be

impacted.

Archaeological No impact
and historical
sites

Socioeconomic No significant
impact. CIF work-
force is only small
fraction of total.

Accidents/ Risk exists for
occupational spills, leaks, fire
risks and expcsure of

both onsite and
offstie personnal.
Engineering and
administrative con-
trols would be im-
plemented to
reduce exwsure
potential to accep-
table Iavels.

No new impacfs
expected al off
site treatment
facilities.

Possible impacf
in the event of an
accident during
shipment.

Possible impact in
tha avent of an
a=idant during
shipment.

No impact at SRS.
Probable minor in-
creasa ai ukimate
destination.

R!sk axists for
spills, leaks, fire
and exposura of
both onsile and
offake personnel
due to transpotiat-
ion and handling
i~idents. Impacl
would depend
upon location and
seveity in the
evanf of an
accident.

Impacts would
dapend upon area
uae and Imation
of separata in-
cinerators. Stie
would be chosen to
have no advarse
impact on threaten-
ed and endangarad
apacias.

Stiing constraints
would praclude
major impacts to
habtat or wetland.

No impact expected
due to Agreement
with State of South
Carolina,

Workforca would ba
larger than CIF bti
still not major part of
local wor~orca.

Risk axists for spills,
leaks, fire and ex-
posure of bth on-
sile and offsite per-
sonnel. An addi-
tional facility would
be expected to in-
crease incidenca of
accidents.
Engineering and ad-
ministrative cnntrols
would be imple-
mented to reduca
ex~sura potential
to amptable Ievals.

Impacta would
depend u~n area
usa and I=ation
for treatment prO-
cassea but would
be expected to k
greater than CIF
due to tha antici-
pated nead for
more aitas. Ste
would b chosen
to have no adversa
impact on threaten-
ed or endangered
species.

Impact would da-
Wnd upon area
use and location
for for treatment
prO~esses. Siting
mnstraints would
praclude major
impacts to habiiat
or watland.

No impact ex-
pecfad due to
Agraement with
State of South
Carolina,

Multipla processes
would be expect-
ed to raquire more
workers than CIF.
Numbar of workers
would not be
expactad to ba
major part of bcal
workf orce.

Risk exists for
spills, leaks, fire
and exwure of
both onstie and
offsfie personnel.
Additional faci~fiias
would beexped-
* ?0 increase
mcldence of acci-
dents. Engineer-
ing and adminis-
trative mntrols
would be
implemented to
raduce expcsura
mtential m a=ep-

Undetected mn-
tainer dqrada-
tion due to
etiended storage
of ths waste may
have some floral
and faunal im-
pacts near the
storage sties.

Undetected rnn-
tainer dagrada-
tion during ex.
tended storage
of waste may hav
some impacta on
habtats near
storage site.

Possible shut-
down of all pro.
duction facili-
ties with layoff
of significant
fraction of
workforce,

Risk exists for
spllla, leaks, fire
and exposura of
both onsita and
offsita personnel
Undetected
leaks become
more probable
wtih extended
storage.

iable levels.
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TABLE 2-2 (cent’d)

Comparison of Impacts Of the CIF and Alternatives

OFFSITE HW SEPARATE ALTERNATE
NO ACTION

●
Transpfta- Use of patiaging
lion and site procedures

would keep risk of
a spill due 10 trans-
portation accident
vev low. Engineer-
ing controls would
keep magnitude of
spill from bezene
pipeline very small.

Use of packaging Use ti packaging Use of patiaging Use of packaging
would raduce risk and site procedures andsfte proce- and stie pfoce-
of spill in the event would keep risk of a dures would dures would
of an accident. spill due to trans- keep (sk of a spill
Because amount

keep risk of a spill
portalion accident due to transporta-

being transported
due to transpor-

vefy low. tion accident tation accident
would be greater very low. very low.
and speed would
probably be faster,
the Wtential mag-
nitude of a spill in
the event of an
=ident could be
greater.

●
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3.0 The Affected Environment

● 3“1“O’’’’”.
The Savamsh River Site occupies an approximately circular area of 300 square miles (192,700
acres) in southwestern South Carolina, 25 miles southeast of Augusta, Georgia. llre site borders
the Savannah River for about 17 miles. Figure 3-1 presents the site location in relation to major
population centers, the closest being Augusta, Georgia, and Aiken and Barnwell, South Carolina.
The Atomic Energy commission, a predecessor agency to the DOE, established SRS as the
Savannah River Plant in November 1950, after studying more than 100 potential sites. The DOE
produces nuclear matenrds for national defense at SRS, which is a mntrolled area with limited
public auss. SRS facilities are heavy industrial facilities and occupy less than 5 pereent of the
SRS area.

SRS facilities include five nuclear production reactors, two chemical separations areas, a fuel and
target fabrication facility, and various suppotting facilities. Onsite waste storage/disposal facilities
include F- and H- Area tank farms for storage of high-level radioactive waste and 195 acres for
burial of low level radioactive waste. The CIF would be mnstmcted on three acres of industrially
developed land within H-Area, which is one of the principal industrialized areas at SRS. H-Area is
locsted near the center of the SRS site and well removed from public a~ss (Figure 3-2). It is
located within existing safeguards end security systems and approximately 7 miles”away from the
nearest SRS boundary. Just north of H Area, construction of the Defense Waste Promssing
Facility for the solidification of high-level radioactive waste is nearing completion.

Public access to SRS is controlled at primary roads by permanently manned barricades and closed
to public traffic at other roads. me entire SRS site boundary is fenwd exmpt for the Savannah
River which forms its western boundary and is closely patrolled. The proposed siie of the CIF is
within an additional security fence which surrounds H-Area. The SRS roadway system consists
of over 200 miles of primary roads mnnecting the various facilities, in addition to state and Federal
highways which border and transverse the site. Detailed site information on SRS and its physical
and environmental characteristics can be obtained from the Waste Management Activities for
Groundwater Protection EIS (DOE/EIS-0120).

3.2 Demography and Socioemnomis

Approximately 89 percent of the current SRS work force resides in Aiken, Bamberg, Bamwell,
and Allendale Counties, South Carolina, and Columbia and Richmond Counties, Georgia ~]gure
3-3). According to the 1980 Census, the urban counties--Aiken, Columbia, and Richmond--have
a total population of 327,400 and experienwd a combined population growth of approximately 19
percent between 1970 and 1980. The mral counties--Allendale, Barnberg, and Barrswell-- which
had a net population decline from 1950 to 1970, experienced significant reversrds of this trend
between 1970 and 1980, when their population increases ranged from 9 to 16 percent.

Within a 50-mile radius of SRS, there is only one major urban center that exceeds 25,000 people,
the city of Augusta, GA. Ordy five writers had 1980 populations between 10,000 and 25,000, the
closest being Aiken, SC, 16 miles to the north-northwest. SRS workers and their families
mmprise roughly one-half of the City of Aiken’s nearly 18,000 population (1986) and account for [
much of the high median family incomes in Aiken ~unty.

The 13-munty area surrounding SRS includes Columbia, Burke, Screven, and Richmond murrties
in Georgia; and Aiken, Allendale, Bamberg, Bamwell, Edgefield, Hampton, Lexington,
Orangeburg, and Saluda counties in South Carolina. In this area urban uses account for less than 8
percent of the total land area. Most such uses are in and around the cities of Aiken and Augusta.
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Agriculture accounts for about 21 percent of total land USGforests, wetlands, and water bodies
account for almost 70 Dercent of the land area.

● Generally, the six counties surrounding the SRS provide adequate public services and facilities to
tire existing population. In 1982, their public school systems muld accommodate approximately
5,000 new students; however, some districts and schools operated near or above capacity levels.
Sti,fl.arly, most public water sod municipal waste-treatment systems have the capacity to provide
additional water supply and sewage treatment service$ however, some immunities are
experiencing waste treatment problems. Health and fire protection services tend to he concentrated
in the urban areas of Aiken and Augusta.

Since 1970, the largest increases in the number of housing units have occurred in Columbia,
Aiken, and Richmond Counties. Columbia County has grown the fastest, nearly doubling its
number of housing units. Between 1970 and 1980, Aiken and Richmond Counties each
experienced about a 36 percent increase in the number of housing units. In Aiken County, a fourth
of this increase resulted from the high growth rate in the number of mobile homes.

Nonfarm employment is concentrated in the manufacturing industries. Manufacturing constitutes
the largest employment category in each county except Richmond County. Retail sales and
wholesale trade are major employment categories in Allendale and Richmond Counties.

Employment levels have increased in recent decades as both the total labor force and participation
rates have increased. Per capita incomes in Aiken and Richmond Counties were the highest in the
study area, and in 1974 ranked in the top 50 percent of the national averages. Most of the other
counties, however, ranked in the bottom 11 percent of the national averages.

3.3 Meteorology and Climatology

SRS has a temperate climate, characterized by mild winters and long summers. The region is
subject to continental influences, but it is protected from the more severe winters in the Tennessee
Valley by the Blue Ridge mountains to the north and northwest. Average monthly wind speeds for
Augusta, GA and prevailing wind directions for each month are shown in Table 3-1. The
strongest winds in the SRS area occur in tornadoes, which can have wind speeds as high as 260
mph. Monthly average and extreme rainfall amounts at SRS are shown in Table 3-2.

Although tornadoes and hurricanes omur infrequently, they are most common in the spring and
early fall, respectively. Hurricanes along the coastal region have some irtfluenw on SRS, although
their high winds are greatly diminished by the time they reach the plantsite some 100 miles inland.
Occasional tornadoes occur in the SRS area. However, on no occasion has there been tornado
damage to any production facility on SRS.

3.4 Geology and Seismology

SRS is located in the Upper Atlantic Coastal Plain region of the United States in Aiken and
Bamwell counties about 25 miles southeast of the fall line that separates the Atlantic bastal Plain
and Piedmont tectonic provinces of the Apprdachian system. Tire topographic surface of the
mastal plain slopes gently seaward and is underlain by a wedge of seaward-dipping
unmnsolidated and semiconsolidated sediments which increase in ti]cknesa from zero at the fall
line to about 4000 ft near the coast of South Carolina. The bedrock under the plantaite is about
1,000 feet below the land surface.
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TABLE 3-1 Average Monthly Wind Speed for Bush Field. Augusta, Georgia,
1951-1981, and WJBF-TV Tower, 1976.1977”

WJBF-TV
Bush Field Tower elevation (m)

Mean speed Prevailing
Monti (m/see) direction 10 36 91

Jan. 3.2 3.0 4.5
Feb. 3.4 & 2.9 4.6 ::;
Mar. 3.6 3.3 4.5 5.9
Apr. 3.4 SE 2.8 4.2
May 2.9

5.4
3.7 5.0

June 2.8 % ::: 4.0
JuIy

4.8
2.6 SE 2.0 3.1 4.4

Aug. 2.5 SE 2.1 3.2 4.3
Sept. 2.5 NE 2.1 3.3
Oct.

4.7
2.6 2.4 4.1 5.6

Nov. 2.8 Nw 2.4 4.1
Dec.

5.6
3.0 2.7 4.4 6.3

Annual 3.0 SE 2.5 3.9 5.3

‘Source: DOE, 1987

TABLE 3-2 Precipitation at the Savannah River Site, 1952-1987”

Monthly precipitation (cm)

Month Maximum Minimum Avetage
Jan. 25.5 2.3
Feb.

10.6
20.2

Mar.
2.4 11.7

27.8 3.8
Apr.

12.8
20,8

May
8.9

27.7
June

;:: 10.7
27.7

July
3.9 11.1

29.2 2.3
Aug.

12.8
31.3 2.6

Sept.
12.3

22.1 ~
Oct.

19.5
27.6

Nov.
::: 6.3

16.4
Dec.

0.5 6.6
24.3 1.2 ~

Annual 122.4

“Source: WSRC, 1989b
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Tbe down-faulted Dunbarton Triassic Basin, which underlies SRS, mntsins several interbaainal
faults. However the sediments overlying these faults show no evidenw 01 basin movement since

● their deposition during the Cretaceus Period, millions of years ago. Surface mapping, subsurfam
boring, and geophysical investigations at SRS have not identified any faulting of the sedimentary
strata that would affect SRS facilities. Two major earthquakes have occurred within 200 miles of
SRS. They were the Charleston, South Carolina earthquake of 1886 (MMl Intensity of X) and the
Union Gunty, South Carolina earthquake of 1913 (MMI of VII to VIII). These magnitudes are
equivalent to less than three on the Richter Scale. Both were leas than 0.2 g auleration at SRS.

3.5 Hydrology

SRS is drained by the Savamrrdr River, one of the major river basins in the southeastern United
States. SRS contains many surface streams, and no location on SRS is very far from a
mntinuously flowing stream. The source of most of the water at SRS is either well water or water
pumped from the Savannah River for various plant processes.

The CIF is not within a 100 year flood plain as determined from the U. S. Geological Survey
Topographic Map, New Ellenton Southwest Quadrangle - flood plain information from USGS.

Groundwater occurs in three distinct hydrogeologic systems that underlie SRS: 1) the Coastal
Plain sediments, where groundwater exists in porous sands and clays; 2) the crystalline
metamorphic rock beneath the tiastal Plain sediments, where groundwater exista in small
fractures in schist, gneiss, and quartzite; and 3) the Dunbarton Basin within the crystalline
metamorphic mmplex, where groundwater exista in intergranular spaces in metamudstones and
sandstones. The latter two systems are relatively unimportant as groundwater sourws near SRS.
The Coastal Plain sediments contain several prolific and important aquifers across SRS, generally
consisting of the Bamwell, McBean, Congaree, Black Creek, and Middendorf Fotiat]ons.

The Black Creek and the Middendorf Formations were formerly called the Tuscaloosa Formation
and described as such in earlier reports. Among these formations the Black Creek and the
Middendorf Formations are particularly prol~lc groundwater units because of their thickness,
together approximately 600 feet beneath H-&ea, and their high permeability.

3.6 Ec4rlogy

SRS was approximately two-thirds forested and the remaining area anaisted of cropland when it
was acquired by the U.S. Government in 1951. During the past 35 yeara, forestry management
practius, natural succession, and the instruction and operating activities at SRS have resulted in
the emlogical mmplexity and diversity of the site. Today, 90 percent of SRS lands are forested
with pine trees and bottom land hardwoods. These forested areas support a diversity of wildlife
habitats that are restricted from the public use. Forest and wifdlife management practiws include
mntrolled cutting, reforesting, and hunting. SRS, which was designated as a National
Environmental Research Park in 1972, is one of the most extensively studied environments in W]s
~untry.

3.7 Radiation Environment

Natural radiation sourms contribute about 295 millirem per year, or 82 per=rth of the annual
radiation dose of 360 millirem received by an average member of the public in the SRS area from
all sources. Radiation received from medical diagnosis and therapy contributes about 53 rnilIirem
per year, or 15 percent, of this annual radiation dose. SRS releases mntribute only 0.03 millirem,
or less than 0.1 percent of this total annual dose. During 1989, the population dose from SRS
atmospheric releases to the 555,100 people who live within 50 miles of the center of SRS was

●
16.9 person-rem (Westinghouse, 1990).
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4.0 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action

● 4.1 Land

The CIF would occupy 3 acres of land on the SRS site immediately adjamnt to H-Area in an area
which has been subjected to construction activity since the early 1950s. These 3 acres would
include spa- necessary for the new incinerator, its tank fa, supporting facilities, and roadways.
Presently, the site is unused, level, gm,ssy land. After the CIF is buil~ the site would bemme a
part of H-Area. Land use impacts would be negligible. The nearest wetland is one-half mile
away.

No archaeological or historical resources wodd be affected by the instruction and operation of
the CIF. An archaeological study in the immediate area for the DWPF (Brooks and Hanson, 1979)
indicated no significant archaeologic remains in the area. The disturbance of ground surfaces in
the proposed CIF location during the itritird instruction of H-Area (circa 1951) would have
disrupted any archaeological resourws which may have been present. ‘fhere would be no conflict
between the CIF and cultural resources (Appendix A).

The CIF ash would be disposed of onsite in a RCRA hazardous waste permitted disposal facility.
The combustion ash would be hazardous but would not be handled as dry dust. me combustion
ash would fail from the incinerator into a water filled ash trough from which it would be
transfened by a remote-controlled devim to 55-gallon drums. About 30 lb/hr of aah would be
generated at the CIF and would be freed in drums by stabilizing with cement and then disposed
onsite in the planned Hazardous Waste/Mixed Waste Disposal Facility. Any normal job wastes
would be screened to verify that they are nonhazardous and nonradioactive before sending them to
a sanitary landfill. No significant impacts are expected from the solid waste handling or disposal
(DOE, 1987).

4.2 Smioeconomim

Direct and indirect socioemnomic impacts of the CIF workforce of 175 workers (peak) would be
negligible when mmpared to today’s total SRS employment of 19,000 people. It is expected that
most of the CIF workforce would be mmposed of existing SRS construction workers finishing
other projects such as the DWPF, rather than new workers immigrating into the SRS area. The
mnstmction of the CIF is scheduled to begin in 1992 and to conclude in 1994. once operational in
1995, the CIF would employ 39 people.

4.3 blogy

As mentioned above, the proposed three acre CIF site is essentially un~ed land containing grasses
and bushes. Habitat quality is minimal except for perhaps small mammals and songbirds.
Because of the proposed site’s location adjacent to H-Area, CIF activities are expected to have a
negligible impact on wildlife. No wetlands exist on the proposed CIF site. Standard erosion
~ntrol measures (e.g. hay bales and grass) would be used to mitigate potential erosion and
sedimentation impacts from rainfall during construction of the CIF.

A number of threatened or endangered species inhabit or periodically visit the SRS. Although the
red-cockaded woodpecker, bald eagle, wood stork and American alligator are the more common
of these species, the peregrine falcon, Kirtlartd’s warbler, brother spike mussel, and shortnose
sturgeon have also been observed at or near the SRS. However, none of these species are known
to exist on or near the proposed CIF site. Given its location, size, and operational characteristics,
the CIF is not expected to adversely affect any threatened or endangered species. The United States
Fish and Wildlife Service concurs in this determination (Appendix A).
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4.4 Water

No surface water would be used during operation of the CIF. All CIF water would be obtained
from the Black Creek and Middendorf Formations using existing H-Area water wells and ●
distribution system. Twenty-seven gpm of water would be needed for ClF’s domestic needs--
change facilities, works engineering shop, drinking fountains, showers, restrooms--and for
process needs and cooling water. The withdrawal of groundwater for CIF activities would not
affect the offsite water levels in the aquifera.

There would be 00 direct process wsstewater drains to the environment. Liquid waste from the
CIF pr=ssing operations would be collected in permitted storage tanks and periodically
transported to a permitted SRS hazardoua/mixed waste treatment sod disposal facility. The waste
would be~eated for disposal before placement in a SRS RCRA permitted vault disposal unit.
Other liquld wastes, such as sanitary wastewater, would be analyzed and treated, as appropriate,
before being discharged in mmpliarrw with existing Nationat Poltutant Discharge Elimination
System permits which would be modified for CIF effluents. Any leaks, spills, or water mllected
within the facility’s curbed areas or sumps and found to be mntaminated would be processed in the
CIF. The proposed CIF would therefore not have any significant impacts on groundwater or
surface water.

4.5 Air Quality

4.5.1 Nonradioactive Atmospheric Releases

During construction of the CIF, the sources of air pollution would be construction equipment that
emit pollutants from their engines and dust from equipment operations. Dust would be mntrolled
during dry weather by wetting the ground surfaces. Because extensive clearing and excessive
eatioving are not required, air quality impacts from instruction activities are expected to be
negligible.

During routine operations of the CIF, pollutants released to the atmosphere would include
hydrochloric acid, nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, fluorides, mercury and lead.
Table 4-1 indicates the nonradioactive pollutants that would be released and the caltiated armual
releases baaed on incineration of the amounts of waste materials spechied in the SCDHEC Air
Quality Control Permit Application for the CIF (Revision 1; July, 1991). The release quantities in
Table 4-1 are well below the Prevention of Significant Deterioration @SD) emission limits
established by EPA for mod~]ed stationa~ sources of air pollution in regions that meet federal
ambient air quality criteria. PSD limits are established by EPA to insure that regional air quality is
not significsntl y impacted by new facilities such as the CIF. By controlling emissions to levels
significantly below the PSD requirements, the CIF would not significantly impact regional ambient
air quality.

The CIF would be designed and operated to achieve a 99.99% minimum destruction and removal
efficiency (DRE) of principal organic hazardous constituents (POHQ), as required by South
Carolina air pollution mntrol regulations and hazardous waste management regulations. The
99.99% DRE of POHCS would be achieved by subjecting the waste to a suitable high temperature
oxidizing environment for a minimum acceptable residence time. The trial bum and periodic
emission monitoring programs required by state end federal regulations woufd be conducted to
show that CIF releases would be well within state and federal standards. During the triaI bum,
emissions would be amdyzed for hydrmhloric acid, total particulate, oxygen, carbon monoxide,
and metals including lead and mercury. Initial trial bum testing would determine DRE for Selected
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Table 4-1”

Es[imated CIF Pollu!ant Emissions

Ied Rw

PSD1
Guide Tons/

nlvr Yr

HCL
SG.
HF
hlOx
m
Paniculates (PM 10)
Mercury
Lead
Benzene

Tritium

Other Beta-Gamma &

-. 1.55
40 0.17
3 0.61
4fJ 27.3
100 0.025
15 12.3
0.1 0,025
0.6 0.03

.- 0.06
-. ],18 X 103a

Alpha -- 4.31 x ]o-2a

aCuries/yr

lPSD . prevention of Significant Deterioration, South Carolina Air Quality Standards.
November 29, 1985.

* Reference: SCDHEC Air Quality Control Permi~ Application For The CIF (Revision 1;
July 1991),
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orgarric compounds such as ~chlomfluommfhme md chlom~nmne. The triaJ bum would be
monitoti by S~HEC. ~ op-ting wfit would not bCissued by SCDHEC until it is satisfied
that CIF air emissions me below regulatory limits and that these emissions would not pose a threat
to the public. ●
EPA has proposed @es (EpA, 1990b) further res@ctig emission of hasardous metals (e.g., lead
arrd mercury), orgamc compounds, and hydrochloric actd from htious and mixed waste
incinerators. EPA is applying these pro-rules to sIJ hamrdous and mixed waste incinerators
under authority granted by R~. Before the CJF would be ~ttd to operate, it would have to
demonstrate through trial bum stack testing and air diapersion modeling that the maximum
~tt~ emi:sions from the CIF would no! e- any member of the public to ~ levels of
metals, orgsmc compounds, and hydrochloric actd as determined by EPA. Dispersion modeling
tieady completed as part of rhe RCRA permit application process shows (lT ~ration, 1990)
that ex~ed CJF emissions for hazardous metals (including lead and mercury emissions shown in
Table 4-1 ) results in ambient air level concentmtions and resuldng fatal cancer h~th risk to the
maximum exposed individual well below 1OE-5,art incrernerstaJrisk deemed acceptable by EPA
(EPA, 1990b).

Even tiough the CJF would bum suspected dioxin precursors such as benzene and chlorinated
compounds, expected CJF opemting conditions indicate that CJF dioxin emissions would be
sirnilw to those at other permitted htious waste incinerators. EPA has tested or examined
dioxin emissions at a number of h=dous waste irscisseratomaimiJar to the CIF (OppelL 1987).
One such test was at the Easw Kodak’s hasardous wrote incinerator its Rochester, N. Y. This
incinerator is genemlly similar to the CF. that is, it consists of a rotary kiln, SCC, rmd a scrubbing
(venturi) offgas ueatment system (actually, the hydroponic scrubber on the CIF is more efficient
than the venturi scrubber). During this tesh Eastman Kodak UA a potential dioxin p=urmr,
1,2,4-rnchlorobensene, as a ~HC. The DRE of this POHC and the emission of selected
products of incomplete mmbustion were measured from the incinerator as it operated at a kiln
temperature of >1400’F, SCC temperature of 21~F, and a SCC retention tie of 2 seconds.
The DRE demonstrated for the POHC was 99.9953 percent and incomplete combustion products
were only detected irr the ng/m3 range. l’hii test showed that the 99.99 percent DRE can be
achievd (Bastian and Wood, 1987). The dioxin emissions from the Kodalc isscinerator were less
than the Stste of New York dioxin emission stanti.

In addition, the CJF would process up to 1.2 x l@ pounds of benzste waste annually * the
DWPF and otJrer SRS sources. Tire CIF would comply with the Natiotsaf Emission Standards for
Htious Air Pollutants ~SHAP) (40 CFR 61, Subpart J) applicable to facilities with a
berszsre handling capacity similar to the CIF. The CIF mechanical design includes spcciftc
provisions to detect and minimize benzene emissions, e.g., the use of double mahsnid pump
seals with a banier fluid system EPA has vted the CIF a coststnsctiotiopemtion -t ~
accordance with Subpart J requkmestts.

AIJ worker exposures to betmene and other h~ous air contaminants wotid bCCOSSUOlltito
levels permitted by DOE orders and standards, DOE-adopted OSHA smdards, and other
applicable requirements (See Swtion 4.6.1, Worker Exposure).

Any fugitive emissions bm the incineration system wotid be controlled by maitttaitdng d p-
of the system under vacuum during operation. Locations whm feed would be introduced 10the
mq kib’Imd where ash would be removed wodd be mntained ist special enclosures where
HEPA filters woldd & U~ to control any fugitive ash. AIJ tank vents woldd be HEPA-fd@ to
remove radioactive ~d chemically toxic pardctdates, and all tank farm waste storage tank vCSttS
would be pss~ rJsroughcmbon ~ absorbers with a minimum 95% removal efficiency to control
emissions of hydrocarbon compounds. The ex~ted annual emission of hydrocarbons from the

●
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● waste tank farm is approximately 8.5 lbs/yr. Leakage wodd be minimi red by fitting pUnlpSwith
proven seals, as WOW be done for pumps handling benzene wastes, or using pumps without
seals. Routine inspections of the entire facility w- be conducted to ensure any leaks that may
occur are promptly repaired.

4.5.2 Radiological Releaam

To contain radioactive material and combustion gases the ~ wodd operate at a negative
pressore at all rimes. The CIF estimated roudne airborne effluents are listed in Table 4-1 and, as
indicated in the table, they would be an insi@cant murce with respect to Prevention of
Significant Deterition @SD) requtiments.

me NESHAP (40 CFR 61, Subpart H) limiLssadionuclide emissions tim DOE facilities to not
exceed amounts that wotid cauw more than 10 mm -effwtive dose equivalent to any member
of the public. A NESHAP permit for possible radionuclide air releases b the CIF has&
obtained fim EPA to meet the 40 CFR 61 requirements for facility Consmctim. For the permit
application, radionuclide emissions including lritirsm that wouM result fmm CIF opemtion were
calctiated (Table 4- 1). CIF emissions and those from other SRS facilities were entered into the
EPA approved CAP-88 air dispersion computer model that calculates public exposure.

The source and rel~ terms shown in Table 4-2 were used to determine dispersion
concenuations. The maximum effective dose equivalent (weighted sum of organ dose equivalents)
from existing SRS operations in 1988 was 0.46 mrem at the site boundary. The incremental
increase in effective dose equivalent to the maximally exposed individual from mudne opemtion of
the proposed CIF would be 2.61E-3 mrerrr/yr. Tlris contribution from the CIF is insignificant
The maximum combined impact from the existing operation of SRS and the Cm wordd practically
remain at 0.46 mrern/~ to the maximsdly exposed individual at the site boundary. ~s is well
below the 10- Federal standatd. Thus no si~lcrmt radiological impacts on air quality and
human health ~e expected from the CIF. me CIF offgaa scrubber and HEPA filters would be
equipped with instruments that wodd promptly alert CIF operators of failure or unusual operation. ‘
In addition, radionuclide emissions from the process stack wotid be continuously monitored and
abnormal emissions would trigger a stack radiation alarrit. Immediate action to shut down the CIF
or restore normal operation if unusual conditions were detected wmdd be taken and would
minimize the duration of abnormal emissions.

4.6 Health and Safety

4.6.1 Worker Exposure

Routine operations may result in some limited radiological and cbernical exposures to workers.
Normal operations are not expected to resdt in worker exposures to radiation or chemicals at levels
that would be hazardous to their health. Most (greater than 90 percent by volume) of the annual
waste feed wotid be solids packaged in boxes. Of the remaining waste, about half would be
benzene from rhe DWPF which wodd be delivered by pipeliie direcfly to the incinemtor. me
other liquid wastes would be transported by tank truck or containers and loaded into storage ranks
at rhe CIF. Enginting conmls such as shielding, ventilation, remote handling and other design
features, along with adminismtive Costmls wodd be used to limit both chemical and radiological
exposures to personnel. All applicable DOE Orders and s~, DOE-adopted OSHA
standards, and SRS qutiments would be followed to assure worker health and safety during
normal operations and in the event of any accidents having the potential for exposures.
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Table 4-2*

Cm RADIOACTIVESOURCE~ RELEASETEWS

Feed Emissions
wove (Cilvr) (Cllyr)

Sr-89
Sr-90
Y-90
Y-91
Zr-95

Nb-95
RU-106
Rh-106
CS-137
Ba-137m

Ce-144
Pr-144m
Pr-144
CO-60
Cr-51

Pm-147
H-3
Other Beta-Gamma as Sr-90
Alpha aS Pu-238
Alpha aS Pu-239

ToTAL

Footnotes

2.lE+O1
2.7E+O0
2.7E+O0
1.6E+01
1.7E+01

5.4E+01
6.2E+O0
6.2E+O0
8.4E+O0
8.4E+O0

8.OE+OO
8.OE+OO
8.OE+OO
4,8E+O0
5,4E+02

3.2E+OI
1.20E+03
7.9E+02
5.OE+OO
1.8E-02

2.7E+03

6.OE-04
7.6E-05
7.6E-05
4.5E-04
4.7E-04

1.5E-03
1.8E-04
1.8E-04
2.4E-04
2.4E-04

2.3E-04
2.3E-04
2.3E-04
1.4E-04
1.5E-02

9. lE-04
1.18E+03
2.2E-02
1.4E-04
5.2E-07

1.18E+03

1. The Decontamination Factor (DF) for non-tritium radioisotopes will be
approximately 3.8E+04 as they pass through the CIF air pollution control (APC)
system. Minor losses upstream of the APC system (e.g., leakage of rotary kiln seals,
waste storage vents) reduce the effective decontamination factor to about 3.55E+04.

2. Tritium will not be specifically removed by the APC system. A minor quantity of
tritium will transfer by equilibrium into the offgas scrubber liquid, and will not
be a facility air emission.

*Reference: DOE, 1988.
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4.6.2 Facility Accidents

● The analysis of potential accidents which muld occur during CIF (Ernslie and Humell, 1987)
operations and affect onsite and offsite populations is discuwed in DPSTSAD200-6, Safety
~essment Document, Consolidated Incineration Facility. The Safety Assessment Document
(SAD) determined the proposed CIF to be a “low-hazard facility that can be operated without
undue h~ard to the public, the enviromnent, or the plant population.”

Radiological doses associated with various facility amidenta are summarized in Table 4-3. The
accidents ccmsidered range from minor operational eventa (e.g., spills and leaks) to major eventa
(e.g., tornado, fire). Aminor operational event would, baaed on industrial experience, be
expecre~ to ~iona]ly occur but result in an irtsigrdticant radioactive release and exposure risk to
the publlc. A major event would occur much less frequently but restit in a slightly higher but still
minor radioactive release and exposure. me total doses due to atidents at the CIF are 7.6E-2
person-rem/yr for the offsite population? 9.8E-3 person-rern/yr for the onsite population, and
2.5E-6 redyr for the offsite maximum individual. To put these dose numbers in some
perspective, mnsider the following comparisons. Risk is defined as the frequency of an event
(how often it occurs) multiplied by the consequenus (impact/result) of that event. The risk to the
offsite maximum individurd from natural radiation is (1 x 295) 295 mrerrr/yr or 0.295 redyr.
Thus, the annual risk to the maximally exposed (hypothetical) individual from potential atidents in
the CIF of 2.5 E-6 rem/yr is about 0.0008% of the unavoidable exposure the same person would
receive from naturally omrring background radiation. Using a risk factor (relation between
radiation dose and consequent health effects, e.g., latent canmr fatalities) of 4E-4 latent cancer
fatalities per person-rem (EPA 1989), none of these accidents would be expected to prodrrm any
radiation- induced fatal cancers in the exposed population. Potential accident scenarios are
discussed further below. Using a risk factor (relation between radiation dose and consequent
health effects, e.g., latent cancer fatalities) of 4E-4 latent cancer fatalities per person-rem (EPA
1989), none of these accidents would be expected to produce any radiation-induced fatal cancers in
the exposed population.1 Potential accident scenarios are discussed further below.

Exposure to toxic chemicals and carcinogens, e.g., bemene, is also associated with certain facility
accidents. These are discussed in Section 4.6.8, Chemical Exposure.

4.6.3 Natural Phenomena (Wind or Tornado)

During operation of the CIF, extremes in nature such as high winds and tomadoea muld adversely
impact the CIF. Damage to equipment resulting in a release of radioactivity muld occur during a
straight wind or tornado. An event producing a wind speed of 110 mph or greater is assumed to
break piping rind/or damage equipment throughout the facility such that 50% of the radionuclide
inventory is released. me frequencies for a straight wind of 110 mph and a Fujita F-2 tornado
(113 to 157 mph) (either assumed capable of causing the damage described above) are 1.2E-3/yr
and 4.5E-5/yr respectively (See Table 4-3).

The liquid released in a high wind event could evaporate and bemme airborne. Due to the lack of a
direct pathway and large distance to the closest stream, liquid releases would not be expected to
reach surface water streams. Approximately 50% of a spill is assumed to escape wnfinement
features (such as tank dikes), to disperse over the ground and to evaporate mmpletely. In this
case, no credit is taken for HEPA filtration, or for release from an elevated stack. Tire liquid
rsdionuclide inventory released would be 25% of the total liquid inventory and 1% of the release
bewmes airborne as an aerosol.

1 Evenif~fa~orof5E4 were“s~d(NRC,1991),ncIneOf th~ a~idenk would be expected 10 produa any

●
radiation-induced fatalcancemintheexpsed population,eitheron-siteoroff-site.

4-7



TABLE 4-3 CONSOLIDATED INCINERATOR FACILITY RISK*

50-YR TOTAL BODY DOSE RISK
Airborne Event Offsite Onsite Maximum Offsite Onsite
Release

Masimum
Frequency Population Population Individual

EVENT
Population Population Individual

cve ts r~ em cr n-remlvr rson-rcmlvr rcmlyr)

Natural Events
High Wind
Tornado
Earthquake

&
Rad. Storage Tank
Blend Tank
Boxed Waste

Exulosion&
& Rotary Kiln

Secondary Combustion

Process Events
Overftow
Spill
Uakage
Siphoning
Corrosion
Transfer Error

E~t.
Vehicle Crash

Total

4.lE+OO
4.1 E+OO
4. lE-02

2 OE-01
7.lE-01
1.4E-02

6.9E-04
6.lE-04

1.3E-04
1.6E-05
1.2E-05
1.5E-05
1.2E-05
6.OE-05

5.3E-03

1.2E-03
4.5E-05
2.OE-04

5.OE-03
5.OE-03
2.6E-02

1.5E-02
1.5E-02

2.OE-01
2.OE-01
3.OE+OO
3.OE-03
9.OE-02
2.OE-02

1.8E-02

4.9E+01
1.5E+02
3.2E+01

3.0E-04
l.l E-01
1.2E-01

6.1E-04
5.3E-04

2.7E-07
3.6E-08
2.6E-08
3.2E-08
2.6E-08
1.3E-07

l.l E-05

1.5E+O0
7.lE+O1
1.5E+01

1.7E-04
5.OE-02
5.8E-02

2.9E-04
2.5E-04

1.2E-07
1.6E-08
1.2E-08
1.4E-08
1.2E-08
5.7E-08

5.OE-06

5.7E-04
7.5E-03
4.7E-03

5,2E-08
2.OE-05
1.8E-05

9.2E-08
8.OE-08

4,9E-11
6.4E-12
4.7E-12
5.9E-12
4.7E-12
2.4E-11

2.1E-09

5.9E-02
6.8E-03
6.4E-03

1.5E-06
5.5E-04
3.1E-03

9.2E-06
8.OE-06

5.4E-08
7.2E-09
7.8E-08
9.6E-11
2.3E-09
2.6E-09

2.OE-07

7.6E-02

1.8E-03
3.2E-03
3.OE-03

8.5E-07
2.5E-04
1.5E-03

4.4E-06
3.8E-06

2.4E-08
3.2E-09
3.6E-08
4.2E-11
1.lE-09
1.1E-09

9.OE-08

9.8E-03

6.8E-07
3.4E-07
9.4E-07

2.6E-11
1.OE-07
4.7E-07

1.4E-09
1.2E-09

9.8E-12
1.3E-12
1.4E-I 1
1.8E-14
4.2E-13
4.8E-13

3.8E-11

2.5E-06

●Ref: Ernslie and Hurrell, 1987.
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Solid radioactive waste in the Law Level Waste (LLW) Lag Area and incinerator feed system codd
also be released in the event of a high wind. fils assessment conservatively assumes that 2S% of

● the solid is released from its mntainer and 1% of that release bames airborne as an aerosol.

4.6.4 Earthquakes

The CIF is designed for the earthquake loadings required by the Uniform Building me for
mnventional structures with some upgrades for mntinuously tiupied structures. The CIF is in
the intermediate resistartw building class for design loads in Zone 2 of the uniform Building Me.
It is estimated that the damage threshold is at least 0.09 g for the CIF. At 0.09 g the equipment
would be shaken, but it is assumed that the equipment and joints between pieces of equipment
would remain intact. The SRS general design for seismically resistsot structures is 0.2 g,
equivalent to a frequency of 2.OE-4/yr. For this assessment of the CIF, it is assumed that 0.2 g
results in severe damage throughout the CIF and its supporting facilities, including is solvent
storage tanks. The severe damage includes destruction of equipment mnnections and partial
destruction of each piece of equipment in the CIF and ita supporting facilities. At 0.2 g, it is
assumed that one-half of the CIF and related storage tank inventory is available to bemme airborne
through evaporation or released as an aerosol. me effective dose and risk of such an accident are
summarized in Table 4-3.

4.6.5 Fire

Fire is a potential hazard in the CIF because of the types of waste which are stored and burned in
this facility. Process solutions within the CIF are mmbustible including fuel oil, paint solvents,
tritiated machine oil, Purex solvent, and DWPF organic (primarily bewene). Afire muld also
occur in the LLW Lag Area where boxes of solid waste are assayed and stored.

The estimated frequency of a fue in the LLW Lag Area is 2.6 E-Zyr. Tlte frequency for a fire in
the solvent blend or bewene tank is 5.OE-3/yr. For the purposes of this assessment, a f~e in the
tanks (bemene or blend) or in the boxed waste area is mnservatively assumed to ansume 100%
of the radioactive material in one tank or the boxed waste inventory. Fire is estimated to cause 1%
of the material wnsumed to become airborne. Since the boxed waste area is inside the CIF, it is
assumed that ordy 10% of the release would become airborne outside the building. Because fire is
a potential hazard in the ~F, multiple systems are provided to extinguish a fire. See SAD Section
3.2.2 of DPSTSAD-200-6, Safety Assessment Document, Consolidated Incineration Facility. The
effective dose and risk of a fire in the radioactive organic storage tank the blend tank, and the box
handling areas are summarized in Table 4-3.

4.6.6 Nuclear Criticality

A criticality is a spontaneous nuclear reaction that can occur when a sufficient quantity of one or
more fissile radioisotopes is collected together. Two fissile radioisotopes used or produced at
SRS, U-235 and Pu-239, are possible mntaminants of several SRS ambustible wastes that would
potentially be incinerated in the CIF. These wastes include low-level radioactive and mixed solid
wastes, spent Purex solvent waste, DWPF organic waste, and Navfl Fuel organic waste.
Criticality events would be prevented in the CIF by not aapting waste at the CIF that is known to
or thought to mntain unacceptable amounts of fissile radioisotopes.

The Maximum Safe Mass, which is the maximum amount of a radioisotope that can be mllected in
any area of the CIF and under no renditions achieve criticality, would be determined for U-235
and Pu-239. CIF personnel would then employ operational mntrols such as waste awptatrce
criteria and other methods to insure that the total amount of fissile radioisotopes amumulated in the
CIF would not exceed the combined Maximum Safe Mass for the radioisotopes. Insuring that

●
wastes meet the acceptance criteria would be accomplished in several ways. Candidate wastes
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would be qualified prirn~ly through the use of screening programs ~?t would include assaying
arrd/or laboratory analysls performed by the waste generators, In add]tron, waste might be rejected
from the CIF based on knowledge of the process in which the wute was generated. Some wastes
from specdic SRS production areas would be automatically rejected for incineration because the ●
process end the resulting waste are known to contain an unacceptably high level of fissile
radioisotopes.

In addition, normal operation of the CIF would include wrtain pr-ssing steps that would further
preclude the possibility of a criticality. Ash created by the mmbustion prmss would have a
potential to collect in @rtsin CIF process equipment, e.g., the ash trough and the blowdown hold
tanks. The fissile radioisotopes that can cause criticality, because they are solid, would mllect in
these same piews of equipment. Operation and mainterrsnw techniques would be employed to
mntrol the una=ptable accumulation of solids and maintain normal CIF operation.

4.6.7 ExpIosion in Incinerator

An explosion in the rotary kiln incinerator and the SCC is theoretically possible because all the
eIements of the fire triangle (fuel, oxygen, heat) are present. The worst wnditions for an
explosion would owur if the rotary kihr incinerator and SCC were fdled with the most energetic
concentration of a volatilized, perfectly mixed, organic mmpound and then ignited.

Based on an explosion analysis by Wilson (1987), the maximum credible explosion in the CIF
rotary kiln incinerator results in a 7-psi blast wave. me blast wave would be less severe in the
semndary combustion chamber. The size of an explosion is limited by the energy available for
release. The incineration equipment and connecting ductwork have kn designed to withstand
such an explosion. If an explosion were to occur in the rotary kiln incinerator and semndary
combustion chamber, a rupture of the incinerator, or any other vessel, would not occur. However,
to provide conservatism, an explosion was ~umed to owur at a frequency of 1.5E-02/yr and to
result in 1% of the ash inventory in this equipment being released to a HEPA-tiltered room. The
HEPA filter was assumed to remain intact and operable, providing a removal efficiency of 99.9%.
The ash radionuclide distribution was determined in the same manner as for tire natural events.
Explosion risk and effective dose for these two areas are provided in Table 4-3. The Nuclear
Regulatory Commission has rewmmended using a HEPA filter efficiency of 99% for this type of
accident scenario (NRC, 1978). Using a HEPA efficiency of 99% in the expIosion risk analysis
increases the exposure and risk results presented in Table 4-3 for explosions by a factor of ten.
However, the resulting doses and risks remain very small.

4.6.8 Chemical Exposure

In order to determine the chemical exposure risk posed by the proposed CIF, the SAD @rrsidered
potential exposure of onsite personnel and the public at the SRS boundary to various hazardous
chemicals from releases caused by process upsets (e.g., loss of scrubber resulting in abnormal
HCL emissions) or spills of liquid and solid wastes at the CIF. The analysis determined that no
chronic exposure hazards would exist to o~ite or offsite populations, and that the probability of an
amident that could produce a harmful exposure would be very low (Ernslie and Hurrell, 1987).

Tire analysis included a worst-case liquid spill of 5,9IO gallons of mrrcerrtrated DWPF benzene
waste from a CfF tank farm storage t~ into the sewndary liquid wntainment system. Bensene is
a carcinogen and EPA requires mat risk be reduced to below 1OE-4in exposed receptOrS@&
1990c). ‘fhe amdysis determined that the risk to an onsite emp]oy~ due to total failure of a CfF
bemene waste tank would range from 3.6E-6 at the spill site to 2.OE-8 at five miles from the spill.
The maximum offsite risk would be 5.8E-7.
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Subsequent to issuance of the SAD, the proposed CIF design has been simplified to feed benzene
waxte directly to the CIF burners from a tank at DWPF. The quantity of nersxenewaste avail~ble

● for release from the direct transfer system at CIF has been substantially reduced. The SAD
mnclusion regarding chemical exposure risk was re-exsmined and the risk reported in the SAD
was found to envelope the reduced risk posed by the mod~led design.

For all chemicals, all applicable DOE Orders and standards, DOE-adopted OSHA standards, and
SRS requirements would be followed to assure worker exposure to benzene and other toxic
chemicals does not exceed levels permitted by those orders and requirements.

4.6.9 Process-Related Events

Release of radioactivity from process related events was mnsidered to identify sigtt~lcarrt events
directly resulting from CIF operations. The categories of such events were identified as ovefflow,
spill, leakage, siphoning, mrrosion, and transfer error. The potentiat for release was calculated
based on the quantities of initial escapes from the process cotilrrement as liquid, the fraction of
released liquid which evaporates, and a liquid-air partition factor. The effective dose and
radiological risks of such process addents are srunmsrixed in Table 4-3. The risks associated
with the release of haxsrdous chemicals from a pr~ss-related event are addressed in the
discussion of chemical exposure in Section 4.6.8.

4.6.10 Msrr-Made External Events

Initiators resulting from external events were mnsidered to identify si@lcant events not caused
by natrsrrdphenomena and not a direct result of CIF specific operations. Onfy two categories of
external events (aircraft crash sod ground vehicle accident) were iderttiled as germane to the
operations. The estimated frequency of an aircraft crash on the facility is about 3.6E-8/yr. ~)s
frequency is less than the 1.OE-6/yr wnsidered credible. The estimated frequency of the crash of a
truck, car, crane, etc. into the CIF tanks or piping is calculated to be 1.8E-2/yr.

The maximum mnsequerrce of arty vehicle accident is wmrted to be the rupture of a vulnerable
tank mntaining tie largest quantity of material which would deliver tire greatest dose to the public.
The sour= term for this release assumed that a blend tank wntsining 3,500 gallons of Purex
solvent was ruptured. It was further assumed that an evaporation factor of 0.01 and the same
partition factor as used in the process events muld be applied to this release. A@rdingly, the
source term for the vehicle crash event is 5.3E-03 mCi. The effective dose and risk of vehicle
accident are summarized in Table 4-3.

4.6.11 On-Site Transportation

With the exception of benxene, which will be transported to the CIF through a pipeline, trucks
would be used to transport wastes to the CIF and to remove residual waste from the CIF. At the
SRS, special procedures for the transport of radiological or hazardous materials, including low
speeds and the use of warning vehicles, have mntributed to the absence of remrded accidents for
transprt activities. These safety procedures, combined with the existing standards for the
packaging of solid and liquid wastes, would be expected to reduce the potential for a spill due to ,
a vehicular accident to a very low level. A mnservative estimate of accident frequenq is
5.OE-4/year for liquid waste carriers and the same for solid waste carriers.

For liquid waste, an evaluation of a spill into a creek w: perfotied. Even when mnsideriog the
largest tank load of the liquid with the highest radioactivity, the risk was negligible. The maximum
radiation dose to an individual at the site boundary would be 5.2E-4 mrern, 99 percent of this dose
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is a result of fish mnsumption. When the frequency is mnsidered, this would yield a value
comparable to those shown on Table 4-3 for the risk to the maximum individual of 2.6E-10
rern/yr.

a
For solid wastes, the release resulting horn a vehicular accident was assumed to be similar to that

—

resulting from a high wind; i.e., solid waste boxes would be moved with sufficient force to
damage the box and spill a portion of the contents. Using the same assumptions as those in the
high wind ~nario, the dose to the maxim~ exposed individti from a truck accident would be
approximately 3.8E-2 mrem. men Combmed with the frequency, this would produce a risk to the
m~imum individual of 1.9E-8 retn/yr.

The potential exposure from transportation accidents would thus make a negligible contribution to
the already low risk from accidents at the CIF.

4.6.12 Environmental Surveillance

The environmental surveillenm activities at and in the vicinity of SRS wmpriae one of the most
mmprehensive and extensive environmental monitoring programs in the United States. SRS
publishes an annual environmental report. The 1989 report shows that, as in previous yeara, the
radiological impact of SRS operations on public health was insignificant. me maximum radiation
dose commitment to a hypothetical individual at the SRS boundary from total 1989 SRS
atmospheric releases of radioactive materials was 0.5 mrem. To obtain the maximum dose, an
individual would have had to reside on the SRS boundary at the location of the highest dose for 24
houra per day, 365 days per year. The average radiation dose wmmitment to the hypothetical
individual on the SRS boundary was 0.2 mrem (WSRC, 1990).

me increase in effective dose equivalent to the maximally exposed individual from the proposed
CIF operations wodd be less than .003 mrem. This contribution from the CIF is insignificant sod
does not change the SRS dose commitment to a hypothetical individual at the plant boundary.

4.7 Other Impacts

4.7.1 Safeguards and Security

The CIF would be located totally witbii the 200-H liiited access area. All existing security
systems and programs for 200-H limited access area facilities would be extended to the CIF,
including physical security. All additional safeguard and security measures required for the CIF by
the applicable DOE orders would be provided.

4.7.2 Emergency Planning

DOE has developed a series of emergency response plans with the @operation of state and munty
agencies to amply with DOE order 5500 series emergency preparedness ordera to respond to any
onsite incidents at SRS.

4.7.3 Demntamination and Decommissioning

The proposed CIF would ultimately require decontamination and decommissioning.
Deantamination and decommissioning of tie CIF would be ~“ed out in accordana with RCRA
permitting. The estimated date of closure for the CIF is the year ~25. All RCW hazardous
waste at the CIF would men be incinerated or sent IIJsn ScDH’EC.pe~itted hazardous waste
treatment, storage, or dispossl @D) facility at SRS Slld the incinerator would be shut down.
Materials will be treated per existing &eatment standards prior to final disposal.
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Omplete records would be kept as to the date of shipment, waste characterization, and waste

●
quantity, as well as other appropriate information. No significant impacts are expected from
decontamination and decommissioning activities.

4.8 Cumulative Impacts

Increases in environmental effects from the CIF, such as exposure and consequent doses to the
public and SRS workers from CIF chemical and radioactive air emissions, would be negligible.
As discussed in Sections 4.5.1 and 4.5.2, air emissions from the CIF have been found to be below
all applicable requirements. Further, the impacts of the expected air emissions from the CIF have
been evaluated and would not harm human health and the environment. Established SRS
administrative and engineering mntrols would be applied to assure that the maximum dose to an
on-site worker of 5 rerrr/yr (f)OE Order 5480.11) is not exmeded. The principal cumulative
impacts from the CIF are listed below:

●

●

●

●

●

●

Reduction of the toxicity of SRS hazardous and mixed waste to be disposed of at the CIF by
the destruction of their organic mmponents

Volume reduction of SRS wastes and therefore a more efficient use of land disposal, such as in
the SRS burial ground

Reduction of the environmental risks from the remaining hazardous and radioactive waste
mmponents by stabilization of the incineration residues

Prompt disposal of SRS wastes thereby minimizing onsite storage of hazardous and mixed
waste in SRS buildings, such as in the SRS Mixed Waste Storage Facility

Minimization of offsite transportation of SRS hazardous wastes

The maximum radiation dose commitment to a hypothetical individurd on the SRS boundary
from 1988 SRS atmospheric releases of radioactive materials was O.M mrem. The additional
increase that would annually be attributable to the CIF is less than 0.003 mrern/yr.
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5.0 Environmental Review Requirements

● 5.1 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

This Environmental Assessment (EA) haa been prepared in accordance with NEPA of 1969, as
amended, and the requirements of the Council of Environmental Quality Regulations for
implementing NEPA (40 CFR PW 1500-1508). NEPA requires the assessment of environmental
consequerrccs of all major Federal actions that may affect Otequality of the human environment.
~s EA has bcerr written to determine whether the environmental effects of conatrucdng and
operating the CIF would be significant. If the effects are determined to be sigtilcan~ an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would be prepared. If the effects are determined to be
insignificant, DOE would issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and make a
determination that an EIS is not required for these actions. This EA is tiered to an existing EIS, the
“Final Environmental Impact Statemetr~ Waste Management Activities for Groundwater
Protection,” (DOE/EIS-0120) for the evaluation of the potential environmental effects of SRS
waste disposal, including CIF waste disposal.

5.2 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

Haxardous waste management facilities within South Carolina are subject to regulation by the US
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the state regtiatory agenq, the South Carolina
Department of Heafth and Environmental Control (SCDHEC). RCRA directs federally owned
facilities to wmply with Federaf, state, and local hazardous waste management requirements. As
stated earlier in this ~ the CIF would comply with existing RCRA requirements for hazardous
and mixed waste management at SRS. The CIF would also enable SRS to mmply with existing
and future RCRA requirements prior to land disposal.

DOE has issued an interpretative riding clarifying that DOE radioactive haxardous waatea (mixed
wastes) are subject to RCW requirements for the hazardous waste components and to DOE
Atomic Energy Act requiremen~ for radioactive components. Presently SRS ships its untreated
hazardous waste offsite and stores its mixed and low-level radioactive waste onsite. The CIF
would eliminate the offsite SRS shipments of untreated incinerable hazardous waste and the onsite
SRS storage of untreated incinerable mixed and low-level radioactive waste. The CIF offgas
treatment system would ensure that its SCC offgaa meets all applicable regulatory limits prior to
discharge to the environment. CIF residual ash would be stabilized for permanent diaposat in the
SRSbunal grounds in a RCRA hazardous waste permitted facility. DOE-SR has submitted an
aPPll~tlon for a Hazardous Waste Part B Permit for the CIF. RCRA regulations also require
hazardous waste transportation to be consistent with DOT shipping requirements for offsite use.
SRS would mmply with all RCRA, DOT, and SRS safety requirements that apply to onsite
hazardous waste and its transportation.

5.3 Ctean Air Act

A NESHAP permit for possible radionuclide air emissions from the CIF has been granted to DOE-
SR by EPA in accordance with 40 CFR 61 requirements. Among the materials found in wastes to
be treated by the CIF and currently regulated aa hazardous air pollutants are radionuclides and
bemene. CIF emissions would contribute to a maximum wmbined SRS dose of 1.28 mrem?
signiticarrrly below the EPA standard of 10 mrerrr/yr to members of he gerter~ public from alr
emissions.

The CIF would be constructed and operated so as to comply with SCDHEC Regulation 6.1-6.2,
Standard No. 3, for hazardous waste incinerators. This standard regulates the emission of
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chemical air pollutants from industrial facilities. An application to construct and operate the CIF in
accordance with this regulation has been submitted to SCDHEC.

5.4 Toxic Substances control Act (TSCA),

The CIF would not receive or bum any waste containing polychlorinated biphenyls.

5.5 Clean Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act

The small amount (27 gpm) of water the CIF wodd obtain from existing wells would not
adversely affect groundwater or surface waters. In addition, the CIF would dispose of any liquid
waste from its operations in permitted waste disposal facilities. ~erefore the CIF is not expected
to adversely affect any water supplies or water bodies.

5.6 Culmral Resources Management

bltural rewurws at the SRS are managed under the terms of a Programmatic Memorandum of
Agreement (PMOA) among DOE-SR, the South Carolina State Historic Preservation Officer
(SCSHPO), and the Advisory Councsl on Historic Presemation. DOE-SR uses this PMOA to
identify cultural resources, assess these in terms of National Register eligibility, and develop
mitigation plans for affected resources in mnsulration with the S~O. The South Orolina
Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology has determined that there woufd be no conflict between
the proposed siting of the CIF and SRS cultural resources (Hanson, 1988).

5.7 compliance with Other Environmental Regulations

No wetlands or floodplains exist on the proposed CIF site. Therefore no permits from the U.S.
Army ~rps of Engineers would be required under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Actor
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Because of the CIFS location adjacent to an existing
industrialized area, CIF activities are expected to have a negligible impact on wildlife. Although
the bald eagle, red-cockaded woodpecker, wood stork, and shortnose sturgeon exist at SRS, no
endangered or threatened species are known to exist on the CIF site. Therefore the CIF would not
affect endangered or threatened species.
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6.0 Agencies and Persons Contacted

● me following agencies were consulted during the prepsration of this Environmental Assessment:

S. C. Department of Archives and History - Columbia, South Carolina

U.S. Department of the Intenor, Fish and Wildlife Serviw, Field Ofice - Charleston, South
&olina

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV - Atlanta, Georgia
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APPENDIX A

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Letter Conwming Endangered and Threatened Species in Vicinity of the
Consolidated Incineration Facility (CIF)

South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology memorandum Regarding Siting of the
Gnsolidated Incineration Facility (CIF)
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.
Uilited States Department of the Interior

w

f“ ‘*.2’
*

~~-
FISH AND wILDLIFESERVICE ~

●
, .“ P.O.BOX12559

“ e- 217FORTJOHNSON ROAO ~ mm
,4

CHARLESTON, SOLITHCAROLINA 29412 ~~d~05c
January 4, 1991

,4

M. A.B. Gould, Jr. , Chief
Environmental Progr-a Branch
SR NEPA Compliance Officer
Savamah River Operations Office
P.O. Box A
Nken, SC 29802

Re:

Deer

Consolidated
River Site

w. Gould:

incineration facility at the Savannah

We have reviewed the information received Dec&r 7, 1990
concerning the above-referenced project in Nken County,
South Caroline. Saeed on this information, we will concur
with a determination that this action ie not likely to
adversely affect federally listed or porposed endangered and
threatened epecies. In view of this, we believe that the
requirements of Section 7 of the Endangered Speciee Act have
been satisfied. However, obligations under Section 7 of the
Act must be reconsidered if (1) new information reveals
bpacts of this identified action that may affect listed
species or critical habitat in a mnner not provioumly
considered, (2) this action. is subsequently mcwlified in a
manner which was not considered in this aeseesment, or (3) a
new species is lfsted or critical habitat ie determined that
may be affected by the identified action.

Your interest h ensuring the protection of endangered and
threatened species ie appreciated.

u
Roger L. Benks
Field Supervisor

RLS/LUD/b



cc:

14r. John E. Cely
Coordinator, Nong- and Endangered Species
South Carolina Wildlife and Marine Resources Dept.
P.O. BOX 167
Colhia, SC 29202
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THE UNMRSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA

● SOUTH CAROLINA INSTITUTE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND ANTHROPOLOGY

Savannah River Archaeologiml Research Program
Building760-1lG
PostOffimBoxA

Aiken,Souti Carolina29801
(803)725-3623

DATE: Febmary 10, 1988

TO: J. J. Amobi, 773-42-A

FROM: ‘Glen T. Hanson, program Manager ~. ~

RE: Consolidated Incineration Facility (CIF) Siting

Subject siting plans have been reviewed by this office.

Based on site file records and survey conducted for the Defense Waste Management
Facilities, a determination has hen made that there will be no conflict between proposed
CIF and cultural resources.

Copy of CF Conceptual Design Report is returned herewith.

1321Rndleton SIreeI. Columbia S.C. 29208~71. (803) 777.8170.734-0567. 799-1%3
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Swtion L Introduction

●
On July 1, 1992, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) issued a Proposed Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) for its proposal to constmct and operate tie Consolidated
Incineration Facility (CIF) at the Savannah River Site, Aiken, South Carolina.

The proposed FONSI stated that the CIF proposal does not constitute a major Federal action that
would si@csntly affect the environment. This statement was based on the analysis contained
in DOES June, 1992, Environmental Assessment (EA), “Consolidstti Incineration Facility,
Savannah Nver Site,” (DO~Am).

The purpose of issuing a proposed FONSI was to give federal, state, and local agencies, interest
groups, and individuals an opportunity to review and comment on the proposed FONSI.

The proposed FONSI was published in the ~ on July 1, 1992. The propoti
FONSI, EA. and suppordng decuments, including permit appficahons and the Environmental
Monitoring Report concerning the CIF, were also made available in tbe DOE public reading
tim in Aiken. In addition, a four-hour public workshop and two-hour public m=dtrg were held
on July 20, 1992, to provide additiond opportunity for public input into the review process.

me public comment period, initially scheduled for 30 days, was extended to 60 days to
accommodate the public. Over 1600 copies of the proposed FONSI were distributed to federal,
state, and local agencies state, county, and local government offici~s; mgion~ ~d 10C~m~u
environmental interest groups and interested citizens. Comments were encouraged at public
meetings, a workshop, and a Resource Conservation and Rwovery Act (RCRA)-required public
hearing. A total of 60 responses were =eived, ranging in length from one sentence to 25 pages.
Agency responses numbered 14 interest groups and individuals provided 11 and 35 responses,
re~rively. The majority of those responses raised issues or concerns which have kn
addressed in Sation II and JIf of this document. At the RCR4 public hearing, held August 6 in
Aiken as part of the public comment period, eight area public officials and citizens endorsed the
projat, whale one speaker expressed concerns with several issues.

The remainder of this appendix is divided into two swtions. Section JI briefly summarizes and
provides general responses to the comments and questions most frequently raid by reviewers.
Swtion III presents the unedited text of all letters meived, as well as written comments
submirtd by individuals who attended the July 20 public meeting. ~s section also provides a
direct response to each question or comment raised or references another location where the
subject has already been discusti.
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Stiion II. General RespoB

●
A.

Many comrnenters urged DOE to prepare an EIS for the CIF. One reason provided was that
DOES regulations for implementing NEPA (57 FR 15122, April 24, 1992) specify an EIS as the
appropriate level of review for an incinerator such as the CIF, unless there are extraordinary
circumstances that affwt the si~]cance of the proposal’s impacts. The preparation of an EIS
for the incinerator at DOES Gasmus ~usion Plant at Oak Ridge, Tennessee, was cited as
p=edent for quiring an EIS.

Under the DOE NEPA guidelines (52 FR 47662, kemk 15, 1987) that were in effect at the
time DOE decided to prepare an EA for the CIF, there were no s~c reqtiments regtig
the type of NEPA documentation that shodd & prepared for the siting, instruction, and
operation of incinerators. Amrdirrgly, DOE Headquartera held extensive discussions with SRS
staff concerning the proposal CIF and its potential impacts. DOE also reviewed the
characteristics and NEPA document level determinations of other DOE incinerators. Based on
this review, DOE concluded that it was not clear that si~lcant environmental impacts wodd
result from the proposed action. Theref=, in wrdance with applicable previsions of the
Council on Environment Quality’s (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA, DOE determined
that it was appropriate to ware an EA for the propod CIF as the basis for determining
whether to prepare an EIS or to issue a FONSI.

On May 26,1992, a new DOE NEPA rule took effect which provides that an EIS will _
be pnpared for proposals involving the siting, construction, and operation of incinerators such as
the CIF. The rule provides that DOE nd not prepare a EIS for incinerator proposals in cases
where “there are extraordinary circumstances related to the specific proposal that may affect the
significance of the environmental effects of the proposal” (57 FR at 15151, tg be codt“fied a$ 10
CFR 1021.4OO(C)).

The EA demonstrates that this specific incinerator proposal (i.e., the CIF) presents the type of
extraordinary circumstances referred to in the ride. The conclusion that the CIF would not
sign~]cantly affwt the environment results from a combination of favmable facw a site
located in previously developed land and remote tim arty popdation centem, a facility design
that incorporates many feaks to avoid or mitigate h- emissions during ntnmal and
abnormal operations and effective treatment of incinerator residuds. tinsistent with the
procedure CEQ provides when an agency believes a FONSI is warranted for a proposed action
for which it wodd normally require an EIS (40 CFR 1501.4(e)(2)(i)),”DOE made the proposed
FONSI available for public review for 30 days (extended to 60 days) before making its final
determination regarding preparation of an EIS.

h any case, the preamble to DOES new NEPA rule indicates that DOE intended to apply the tie
to NEPA documents that had been initiatd before the rule’s effative date “to the fullest extent
practicable” (57 FR at 15123). The new DOE NEPA rule took effwt ortlYone month ~fore
DOE issued the EA on the proposed CIF. It would not have been practicable to Ppm an HS
on the proposed CIF where the EA was substantially complete at the time the new DOE NEPA
rule took effec~ and where the EA indicates that tire proposed CJF wosdd not significantly affwt
the environment.

In 1982, DOE issued an EIS for an incinerator that was subsequently built at DOES Oak Ridge,
Tennessee, Gamus Diffusion Plant. The DOE incinerator at Oak Ridge differs from the

●
proposed CIF in several res~ts, including: type, quantity, and source of waste fti desi~,
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stack emissionv aqII~US effluent$ ad surrounding environment. incIuding dis~ce to land with
public access. These differences preclude a conclusion that an EIS should be prepared for the
proposed CIF only because an EIS WrSSprep~.for the Oak Ridge incinerator. DOES decision
to prepare an EA to seine as the bSSIS for a decls?on of whether to prepare an EIS for the ●
proposed CW is in accordance Mth DOE re@aOons and policy and CEQ regulations.

B.

Some commenters pointed to the significant change in the world political environment and
questioned the continual mission of DOE to produce nuclear materials, the need for a waste
erment facflity like the CIF at SRS, and the accuracy of DOES prediction of the quantity of
SRS generated wastes to be incin~ted. The mission of SRS is to serve the national interest of
the United States by dely producing nuclear materials while protecting employee and public
health and the environment.

DOE recognizes that in recent years there bas been a significant change in the world’s pcditical
environment. In 1990, the Secretary of Energy chartered a Complex Recotilguration Committee
tore-examine the future activities of DOE. While the Secretary can encourage the evolution of
the Dep~ent towards a new set of missions, in pm developed by independent committees,
task forces, and other citizen recommendations, any change to DOE’s missions must come from
the President and Congress. Although DOE has Mltiated an effort to determine in the long term
how SRS capabilities can best be employed to serve the national interes~ that effort has not yet
reachd the point of formulating any s~lc proposals for consideration by Congress and the
President.

DOE presently is preparing other NEPA documentation to evaluate alternatives for the future
configuration of its complex, and to develop a complex-wide, integrated strategy for
environmentrd restoration and waste management activities. These documents include:

1. The Nuclear Weapons Complex Rwonfigurarion programmatic EIS will evaluate
rdtematives for consolidating the nuclear functions of the weapons complex and for
consolidating research, development, and testing activities through the mation of Centers
of Excellence. The Record of Decision based on the document is Schedded for mid 1994.

2. The Nomuclear Consolidation EA will evaluate alternatives for consoli&dng the non-
nuclear manufacturing functions of the weapons complex. The EA is schedded to be
completed in mid 1993.

These two NEPA documents tiss related, but independent, proposals which deal with
sepamte as~ts of recotiiguring the nuclear weapons complex.

3. The Environmental Restoration and Waste Management programmatic EIS (EM PEIS) will
consider alternatives for an integrated, systematic approach to addressing remedial
activities and waste management pmctices on a DOE complex-wide basis. The Record of
Decision based on this document is presently scheduled for late 1994.

It is expected that environmental restoration and waste management activities will mndnue over
time to in~ at SRS. These activities will likely include decontamination and
decommissioning (D&D) of SRS facilities. The CIF wotid provide SRS with the abfity to treat
many combustible hazardous and mixed wastes generated onsite, including those that might be
generated from facflty D&D. If nuclear facilities at SRS kme pars of a D~ pm~~ w~te
volumes would increase. Many of the “job control” wastes generated by D&D activibes

●
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(contaminated protmtive clothing and eorsipment~rags, etc.) would be identicaJ to wastes

●
currently generated from SRS operations and maintenance activities. Even though the waste
volumes have changed since the initial sizing of the CIF, a re-evduation of the waste volumes
indicates that the sizing of the CIF is justiled utilizing ordy SRS waste. Reference to this re-
evaluation has been added to section 2.1 of tbe EA.

Should any mission change at SRS involve h~ous constituents different fmm those listed in
the CIF Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permits, SRS would be required to
quest a permit mtilcation tim either rlre South Carolina Department of Health and
Environmental Conmol (SCDHEC) or the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), which
in turn would require a public comment period. In that even~ DOE would alSO determine if any
further NEPA documentation wotid be required.

c.

Some commenrers either predicted the CIF would be used to treat offsite wastes or inquired if
offsite wastes would be incinerated. Gmmenters stated that by failing to consider the potential
impacts from transport and treatment of offsite wastes, the EA illegally segments the action.

Construction and operation of the CIF is being regulated by SCDHEC and by EPA under RCRA.
SCDHEC and EPA have issued to DOE permits setting conditions for consrrrscdng and operating
the CIF. Condition ItIE4.D.l of the SCDHEC permit states that no offsite wastes shall be
accepted or managed at the CIF. SRS is prohibited tim incinerating offsite wastes without fit
applying for ~d receiving a RCRA permit modification. This would require an additional public
comment period. Further, management of offsite wastes at the CIF would have to be addressed
through appropriate NEPA documentation.

SRS has tidly characterized the exisdrsg waste inventory that wodd be incinerated under existing
permit conditions. Condition 111.E5.C.1.Cof the SCDHEC permit requires that nine months
prior to the trial burn, DOE would submit for review and comment an updated report of
hazardous waste feed volumes and composition, based upon SRS waste ordy. That report wotid
include:

1. The annual volume of SRS generated hazardous waste to be incinerated.

2. The necessary incinerator waste feed rates for the existing and annually generated
hazardous wastes.

3. An explanation of how the nwessary waste feed rates for the incinerator we~ determined.

4. Any changes in waste character from the description of waste to be incinerated given in
Volume X of the RCRA permit application.

A final waste feed assessment report addressing SCDHEC comments wodd be mmpleted and
submitted for SCDHEC approval prior to the tial burn. DOE does not ex~t that the final
Waste Feed Assessment Repofi will depart materially from the waste fds considered in the ~
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D.

Several commenters criticiti sise choice of inc~emtion m a waste @atment process, some
roguing that ~e byp~uct ~~tgs could not ~ dts~sed of adequately. Some suggested hat ●
waste generanon be rmnmti tnstead of uscmeratmg the waste.

EPA regulations @se stringent conditions on the timenL storage, and disposal of h~dous
and mixed wastes. DOE md EPA have signal a Fedeml Facilities Compliance Agreement
(FFCA) which corttmi~ SRS to the ~nstruction and operation of several proposed facilities,
including CIF, for rrearmg certain rmxed wastes.

bntly, mixd wastes are sto~ at SRS and h~ous wastes are beiig shipped offsite for
RCRA-spectied treatment. As dsscussed in Sec~on E (Technologies) below, incineration is the
RCW-~ified treatment for many of SRS’Swaste s-, as well as the best demonstrated
avdable technology @DA~ for mSISYoth~. ~c~emnon wo~d ~ndm ~e~ w~~s less
h~ous to public health and the environment and would duce the volume of wastes requiring
permitted disposal.

Secondary waste streams from the CIF must be managed in accordance with RCRA re@ations.
Ash from the kihI would be cement-stabili=d and disposed of in onsite vaults. The CIF liquid
waste, flyash, and blowdown would be stabtised to meet dte re~atory requirements for
disposal. In tie commercial and nuclear indusuy swtors, a majon~ of solitilcation systems
successfu~y utilize hydraulic cement to encapsulate ash materials and other waste contaminants.
RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR) regulations (4 CFR Part 268) quire that such a
solitiled waste form meet applicable -trnent standards befw it can be disposed of. A CIF
solidified waste form would not be dis~sed of unless it can meet EPA and DOE requirements
for disposal.

The onsite disposal vaults that would weive solidified CIF wastes wosdd be permitted by EPA
and SCDHEC. A RCRA Part B permit application for these vaults was submitted to SCDHEC in
1988. NEPA review of these vatits is included in the 1987 SRS Waste Management Activities
for Groundwater Protection EIS (DOE/EIS-0120). The Record of Miion was published its
Mmh 1988.

SRS has implemented a waste minimisation program, which tiuces the waste at the generation
site. The EA states on page 1-2 that “a variety of tectilques are being explod and udliti to
minimize waste, and a number of whniques have been implemented, restidng its a redud
generation tate for various SRS waste streams. Among these techniques= process and raw
material changes, waste wgregation (separate waste into toxic and non-toxic 6achons), -cling
md reuse of waste, and employee awareness sraining. The implementation strategy ensures that
ti SRS waste streams are identified, one or more minimization techniques such as those listed
above are selected and implemented, and progress toward established goals is repented and
monitored. Significant waste reductions have already been -ed at SRS.”

E.

Some commenters questioned the choice of incineration instead of other treatment metiods ss
the proposed means of mating SRS wastes. Other commenters questiotsd whether DOE was
following EPAs LDR regulations and BDAT ~uirements for the wastes to be ~td
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The CIF is the preferred altaative to orher waste treatment alternatives addressed in the EA

●
because:

1. Incineration is the RCRA-specified treatment for the hamrdous portion of certain mixed
wastes generated at SRS.

2. Treatment onsite would avoid having to msport SRS waste to another site for treatment
arsd/or disposal.

The EPA LDR regulations establish treament standards for wastes that must be met before final
disposal (e.g., a lan~lll). There are two types of treamtent standards:

1. A technology standard ~uires that a waste must be treated by a specific industrial
treatment process that has been shown to render the waste safe for disposal.

2. A concentration standard sets the maximum allowable concentration of a hdous
constituent in a waste at the time of disposal. While arty process maybe legally used to
achieve a concentration standard, the best restits are usually achieved by application of
BDAT. EPA sets a concenmtion standard after determining which mmmercially-available
industrial process achieves the lowest concenmrion of a hazardous constituent in a waste.
Usurdly the process that provides the lowest concentration is designated the BDAT. In
many cases the concentration standard may ordy be achievable by use of the BDAT.

The CIF would meet the EPA LDR treatment standards for all 230 waste codes that it wosdd be
permitted to treat. The incineration portion of the CIF process is the spec~led treatment process
(technology standard) or the BDAT (where concentration standards are used) for 80 ~ent of
these waste codes. The stabilisation and neutralization portions of the CIF process wodd meet
the EPA LDR treatment standards for the remaining 20 percent by being the specitid treatment
(technology standard) or by achieving the quired concenmtions (concentration standards).

Additionally, incineration is the technology that achieves the greatest volume reduction benefit
for the large amount of low-level radioactive waste Uw) generated at SRS. Incineration
achieves a significantly higher volume reduction than other technologies such as
supetcompaction. Another advantage of the CIF process over other volume reduction methods
for LLW is that the resultant aah from the CIF wotid be solitiled, which would immobilize the
radioactive contaminants to prevent leaching. Supcrcompaction or other volume reducing
methods other rfsanincirseration do not immobilize the radioactive contaminants.

Although incineration is the RCRA-specified treatment technology for certain SRS mixed
wastes, the EA considered alternatives to the CIF system that were proven technologies and
commercially available. Technologies, such as chemical or biological treatment, were also
considered in section 2.4 of the EA.

F.

Many commenters questioned DOES procedures for estimating the health effects for workers
and the gened public that might resdt from operation of the CIF.

DOE used EPA risk assessment gui&nce, exposure models, and air dispersion models to assess
whether operation of the CIF would pose significant risks to human heafth and the environment.
DOE agrees with the recent findings of EPAs Science Advisory Bod that recommends risk-
basd decision making. Based on the very conservative assumptions (that tend to overestimate
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risks) built into the EPA mcdels and risk equations, additionrd risk assessments were not
con sided.

EPAs proposed rides for controlling toxic emissions from hazardous waste incinerators are ●
explained in detail in the April 27.1990 Fedeml Register (55 FR 17862). DOE used this
conservative risk-based approach to establish risk-based air mncen~tions and to set CIF
emissions limits. These risk-breed emission limits arc in~td into the SCDHEC RCRA
permit. (Also = section ~ below.)

The risk-based emission limits inqte many protective assumptions to ensure that the most
sensitive subpoptiations (such as the very young and the very old) wodd ~ protected during
periods of maximum expos-. me aggregate carcinogenic risk to the ~y exposed
individual (MEI) is established at 1 in loo,~ (1 x 10-5). For toxic compounds that do not
exhibit c=inogenic effects, CIF air emissions are allowed to contribute ody 25 percent of the
dose that wodd exceed a health-based threshold. The msdts of these malyses indicate that
potential emissions from CIF wotid be below risk-based emission limits.

DOE has also used several EPA approved air dispersion mdels to assess potendal impacts on
human health and the environment from emissions of heavy metals and rsdionuclides. DOE
used the TSCREEN (Toxic Screening) model for heavy metals and orgsrdcs, and the Industrial
Source Comnlex Shofi-Term (ISCST) model for heavy metals and hydrogen chloride (HCl). For
radionuclides, DOE used the CAP-88 model which considers doses from all major pathways
including inhalation and food chain effects.

G.

Some commenters questioned the ability of the CIF to achieve and maintain a 99.99 percent
destruction and removal efficiency (DRE).

After testing the capabtities of existing hazardous waste incinerators, tie EPA has established
suict emission and performanm standards for hazardous waste incbsetatofs (40 CFR Part 264
Subpart O). EPA has determined that these standards can be reliably and consistently achieved
and are protective of human health smd the environment.

The EPA standards require that no more than 0.01 petcent of the principal organic hazatdous
mnstituents (POHC) – the organic chemicals used to test an incinerator-cast be emitted
unburned from the facility stack. Tltis equates to a minimum DRE of 99.99 percent. Trial burns
of hazardous waste incinerators have repeatedly demonstrated that the 99.99 percent DRE
@ ormance stanW can be readily met. Ist fac~ DREs of 99.9P9 percent or better are
@uently achiev~ such as at the Kodak incinerator in Rochester, New York.

A mid burn tests a hazardous waste incinerator’s abtity to achieve performance standards -
including DRE - under renditions that would make achieving such standards tilcdt. It shodd
be noted that there are well recognized operadng methods which can in=e DRE. For
example, DRE generally increases as combustion temperature is raisa DRE is also improved
rhe longer waste remains at the combustion temperature. If the trial burn is successfl its
demonstrating a DRE of 99.99 percent or greater, rhe permitdng aUt.hOrit’Y@ gen~Y
establish the range of operadng conditions used in tie test as the boundary conditions for routine
operation.

Similarly, test chemicals selected for use in a trial burn m those that areas diffictit or more
difficsdt to destroy than rhose the incinerator wo~d he permitted to process. EPA ha ded
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RCRA regulated hazardous constituents according to their resistance to incineration. This

●
ranking is used to select test chemicals more resistant thim the wastes to be incinerated. In
summary, tial burn conditions are designed to be more severe than routine operating conditions.
Tlris ensures that routine operations cars comply with the DRE standard.

The EPA approved CIF trial burn plan can be found in Section D-5 of the CIF RCRA permit
application. The trial burn plan details the composition of the test feeds, the operating conditions
to be tested, and the final permitted opctatirtg condiaons that may be modified based on results
of the trial burn. The trial burn plan also diwusses operating data collation methods, instrument
calibration procedures, sample collection and analysis protocols, chain-of<ustody procedures,
reporting requirements, and quality assurance procedures that wodd be uriliti to ensure that the
trial burn is properly wnducted and accurately mflwts the ClF’s ability to reliably achieve the
EPA performance stan~s.

To minimize emission increases that mtid resdt fmm process upsets, (e.g., a low temperature
excursion in the rotary kiln or a Auction of scrubbing liquid flow to the tijet scrubber),
equipment failures, or operator error, various measures will be employed to reduce the
probability of occurrence and impact of such incidents. For example, engineering features, such
as a waste feed cutoff system, will be built into the CIF. This system will automatically and
instanranmusly shut off waste feeds when the computer conml system detects the existence of a
problem condition (e.g., combustion temperature deviates outside of EPA and SCDHEC
approved limits). Also, installed spare equipment and backup systems will be USed in ctiticsI
areas of the process (e.g., high efficiency pardctiate air (HEPA) flters) to immediately replace
malfunctioning equipment to promote continued, efficient operation.

Carbon monoxide (CO) and oxygen concentrations in the stack gas would also be mntinuously
monitored in the CIF. EPA has determined as a basis for proposed incinerator regulations (55
FR 17862, April 27, 1990) that a stack CO concentmtion of less than 100 parts per million by
volume (ppmv) indicates that a high combustion efficiency in the incinerator is being achieved.
This in turn indicates that ~HC destruction is being roaintairsd above 99.99 pent and the
formation of products of incomplete combustion (PIC) are Wig limited to insignificant levels.
The CIF would be equipped with an automatic waste feed cutoff interlock which would te~ate
waste combustion if the ~ monitor indication exe- H)()ppmv, which would prevent a
sign~lcant emission of unburned organic waste constituents and PICS.

Administrative programs - including daily tesdng of key parts of the waste feed cutoff system-
would also minirnim the likelihood of ~ upset or malfunction. Comprehensive training of CIF
operating personnel, performed and documented in accordance with DOE and re~atory
requirements, is also expected to minimize the chance of operator error.

H.

Many cornmenters were concerned about ,~Es estimates of the destruction of the various waste
components and the composition and dispersion of stack emissions.

As stated in Section G, DOE expts the trial burn to verify that the CIF would achieve a DRE of
at least 99.99 percent of POHCS. Samplig would be conducted during the uial burrs to quantify
and qualify POHCS. Details concerning selection of POHCS and their desuuction during the trial
burn are found in the CIF RCRA Part B Permit Application.
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The approval SCDHEC air pollution conrrol permit for the CIF specties the maximum
allowable feed quantity and hum allowable emission of each hazardous metal and organic
compound that the = may i.ncinate. The metals emission calculations are provided in
Appendix 2 of the same document. ●
The dispersion of these emissions in the atmosphere wss modeled utilizing the EPA TSCREEN
model and the ISCST model. ~e resulting ambient air mncentration for each hazardous
anstituent was then compti to the regulatory standard established in SCDHEC Air Regtdahon
61-62.5 Standard No. 8, TOxiC Air pollutants.

Its all cases, the concen~tions were found to be less than the SCDHEC standards. Esdmated
emissions of h-dous metals and hydrochloric acid tim the CIF were also determined to he
well below EPA limits for control of heavy metal and hydrochloric acid emissions (risk-based
limits found in 55 FR 17862, ApIil.27, 1990). The CIF clean Air Act and RCRA permit
applications dwument the calculamons that predict pollutant generation and apply emission
comrol factors to arrive at predicted emissions removrd.

When wastes containing both combustible materials (e.g., orgtic mmposmds, paper) and non-
combustible materials (e.g., metals and radionuclides) are incinerated, the combustible fraction
would be desrroyed and its associated toxicity reduced or eliminated. The CfF has been designed
to ensure that the amounts of non-mbustible hasardous material entering the facility are
Srnctly controlled. Also, pollution control devices (scrubbemPfilters, etc.) have kn designed to
prevent $ese constituents from being emitted from the stack m hartnfsd qu~tities. Ptior to
combusuon in the CIF, all waste material would undergo a thorough amdysls to ensure that non-
combustible metals and mdionuclides do not exceed pre-established limits.

Most metals and radionuclides processed through the CIF wotid remain its the residual ash or b
captured by the offgas scrubber and HEPA tilters. The ash material, scrubber residues, and
HEPA falter elements containing the captured metals and mdionuclides wosdd be wated and
disposed of in =ordance with RCRA requirements.

Metals and radionuclides not cap-in the ash, offgas scrubbers, or HEPA falters wodd be
emitted from the stack. However, as described above, DOE used SCDHEC air re~ations, air
dispemion models, and EPA risk-based limits so that the CIFs emissions wodd meet all public
health and environmental reqtiments for air emissions. The table presented below summarizes
CIF air emissions. It includes a list of potentird mntaminants, the regulatory limits of the
contarrrinan~ (as defined by the RCRA, NESHAP, or the CIFs air permit), the hum
esdmated CIF etissions of the potential contaminants, rmd the estimati emission expressed as a
percentage of the regsdatoty limit. It shotid be noted that CIF etissions are estimated to be
below prmit requirements for alf contaminants.

2-8



CIF Air Emiaaion Summery

Site bounda~ ambient air concentration
(SCDHEC Air Regulation 62.5 Std No. 8)

Badioactlvlty
. .

Dow 10 maximally exposed in~tdual at
site bounda~ (NESHAP - 40 CFR61 )

~itfoflen Oxides (NOX]
SCDHEC Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD)- incremental
emission increase

SCDHEC PSD - incremental ambient air
concentration increase (arm ual)

Sulfur Diox&
SCDHEC PSD - incremental emission
increase

SCDHECPSD - incremental ambient air
concentration increaw (annual)

Particulate (PM1 ~

SCDHECHazardous Waste Regulations
emission limit

SCDHEC PSD - incremental emission
increase

SCDHEC PSD -incremental ambient air
concentration increa5e (annual)

carbon Monoxide (CO)

SCDHEC PSD -incremental emission
increase

JivdroRen Chloride (HC~

RCRA Tier Ill Emis40n Limit based on
facility+pecific dispersion modeling

150 @m3

10 mremjyr

40 tOns/vr

25.0 &m3

40 tOn/yr

20.0 M/m3

0.08 gr/DSCF

15 tonsjyr

19.0 &m3

Maximum Estimated CIF

0.01 wm3

0.0026 mrem/yr

27.3 tons/yr

0.022 ~/m3

0.17 tOns/yr

0.00014 tim3

0.02 gr/DSCF

12.3 tonsjyr

0.01 ~m3

CIF

0.007

0.026

68

0.088

0.43

0.0007

25

82

0.05

Note: The PM1 O emission estimate does not inclu& additional
rduction provided by the planned HEPA filters

100 tOns/yr 0.0245 tons/yr 0.025

329.88 lbs/hr 0.99 lbs/hr 0.30
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CIP Air Emi~ion Summary

*

Mercuw
RCRA Tier Ill Emission Limit based on
faciiity-3pecific dispersion modeling

SCDHEC PSD - incremental emission
increase

RCRA Tier Ill Emistion Limit ba=d on
facifity+pecfic disperion modeling

SCDHEC PSD - incremental emission
increase

RCRA Tier Ill Emistion Limit based on
facilii-vspecific disper~on modeling

Site bounda~ ambient air concentration
(SCDHEC Air Regulation 62.5 Std No. 8)

~

RCRA Tier Ill Emistion Limit baaed on
facilitv+pecfic dispersion modeling

Site boun&rv ambient air concentration
[SCDHEC Air Regulation 62.5 Std No. 8)

~.

RCRA Tier Ill Emission Limit bawd on
facili~-3pecific dispersion modeling

Site bounda~ ambient air concentration
(SCDHEC Air Regulation 62.5 Std No. 8)

Abbreviations:

Pg microgmrns
~3 cubic meters

mrem millirems

hr hours

lbs pounds

F years

DSCF dry standard cubic feet

105.4 lbs/hr

0.1 tOn$/yr

31.61bs/hr

0.6 ton5/vt

0.2839 lbs/hr

2.50 Mlm3

.016 lbs/hr

0.25 M/m3

.016 lbs/hr

1.0 Mm3

Maximum Estimated CIF
Emission or Ambient

0.0057 lbs/hr

0.025 tons/Vr

0.G57 lbs/hr

0.025 tonsfvr

.034 lbs/hr

.0047 ~/m3

.00027 lbs/hr

.00004 M/m3

.00067 lbs/hr

.00009 Wm3

PM1O particulate matter with a diameter of less than 10 microns

2-1o

CIF ●

0.005

25

0.018

4.2

12

0.19

1.7

0.016

4.2

0.009
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● Several commcntcm were concerned about the monitoring of the emissions from the CIP, raising
questions about the compounds that would be monitored, techniques tiat would be used, and the
~uency of dre monitoring.

SRS operates a network of approximately 30 radiological air quality monitoring starions, some of
which are lccated offsite. Additionally, the states of South Cmlirta and Georgia operate non-
radiological monitoring starions in the vicinity of SRS. Although air dispersion modeling has
indicated that no measurable W quality impacts wotid restit tim the CIF, these stations would
be available to detwt certain ambient air quality changes that could result from operation of the
CIF, orher facilities at SRS, and private industry in the vicinity of SRS. A comprehensive
discussion of the SRS environmental monitoring program maybe found in the 1991 Savannah
River Site Environmental Report (dccument number WSRC-TR-92-186).

CIF monitoring programs required by state and federal re~ations (Swtion 4.5.1 of the EA) refer
to the initial trial burn testing and periodic follow-up testing required by the facility’s opetadng
permits and provisions of RCRA and the Clean Air Act. ~ese tesdng pro-s would initially
demonsuate and periodically confm continued compliance with the RCRA performance
standard of 99.9970 minimum DRE and emission limits for metals and other pollutants. The
proposed CIF would have continuous stack monitoring systems for measuring radionuclide
emissions and concentitions of ~ and oxygen. ~ and oxygen would be used as m indicator
of combustion efficiency. High combustion efficiency minimises emissions of unburned organic
compounds and PICS.

The emission of other pollutants such as metals, nitrogen oxides, and uncombusted organic
compounds would be measured periodically to ensw compliance with regulatory ~rformarsce
standatds and CIF permit limitations. The scope and frequency of the periodic sampling and
analysis of CIF stack emissions are king developed and would be conditions of the CIF
operating permits issued by EPA and SCDHEC. The methods to be used for the contirsuous and
periodic stack sampling and analysis are those approved by EPA and required by Clean Air Act
regulations (40 CFR Parts 60-61) and RCRA regulations (40 CFR Part 264). The methods are
further described in the following CIF -t documents: Application for a SCDHEC Air
Pollution Conmol permit (Revision 1; July, 1991), Application for a NESHAP Permit
~S~~~mber, 1988), and Application for a Hazardous Waste Part B Permit (Revision A July

DGE would condmse to review the advancement of continuous emission monitoring systems for
organic and metal constituents. In the interim, the emission of these pollutants wotid be
mtiured periodically to ensure compliance with regulatory performance standards and CIF
~~ limitations. The scope and frequency of the periodic sampfing and anafysis of CIF stack
ermss]ons are being developed and would be conditions of the CIF operadng permits issued by
EPA and SCDHEC.
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III. Public Comments and Agency Responses
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oE?ARTMENTOF HEALTHk HUMANSERVICES JUL31REC’DhbllCH.d~%mitc

!, .:.-, ,
8\~.

—- ti”m” 10, Di”Im control

Atl,”t, QA ~2J3

July 27, 1992

L-01

Stcphan Wright, Diroctoc
Environmental and bborstocy Prc.grms Division
slv~nnh River Fimld Offico
U.s. Doparrnont of Enargy
P.O. Box A
Aikan, South CaroliIU 29802

Doir M. Wrlghc:

U. hava complatad our roviow of chb Draft Enviromantnl A8nas#ment (DEA) ~nd
FtndLng of No Signiflcnt I~act for tha Coruoll&ttd Inclnoration Faeilicy at
tha Sav~tih RIVQC Slt4 (SRS) . L!Oars roiponding on bah~lf of tha U.S. Public
Health Sorvic* . Comment noted.

V. hava raviswad tho 0’S1S for p.actnti-l tdvtrs~ iv~et, on humanhoaith, and The Nariond Center for Environmental
.O bal Lavs rolatad Lssuas havo baon adiqucaly •ddctis~d. fink YOUfot sha

OPPOrWieY to roviaw and cant on this draft doc-nt,
Healti has been added to Savannah
River Site’s environmental mailing list.

Pl#u* •nsur~ that W~•~~ Inelud*d an YOU~M1llnK Ii-c to r*C*iVe’ ~ COPY‘f
tht Final 2A, snd future OEA’s or 12nvironmancal Iqact statamantswhich may
Lndlcato potantial public haalth impacts and SC* davaloptd under the NatLo-l
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

sLncaraiy yeura ,

+-d. * “

Konn@th U. Piolt, H.S. E.iS.
Sp*clal Progrms Croup (729)
Natio-1 Center for Enviro-~ncsl

IIeslth
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No. C-nt Re~onse

L02

JUL21 RECII
! UNmEO97ATS813E?PAATMENTOF COMMERCE
[ National Oo..nb..dAWwphda AdmlnlsWtlan
: N4nON41MARINE~HERIE9 SEWCE
I South-ant Regional office

9450 Kogar Boulavard
St. Petersburg, Florida ‘ 33702

July 16, 1992 Flsm21/Pss
9391728-=0

Hr. Steven R. Wright
V. S. Department of Enargy
Field Of fica, -Savannah River
P. O. Box A
Aiken, South Carolina 29802

Daar Nr. Wright:

This reaponda to your recent latter raguest ing Nat ions 1 Uarine
Fiaharics Service* a commente on the proposed Finding Of No Comment noted.
significant Impact (FONSI) for the Consolidated Incineration
Facility at the Department of Energy’s Savannah Rivar Site adjacant
to the Savannah River naar Aiken, South Carolina.

We have raviawa& the draft FONSI and have determined that the
project will not impact f iahery reaourcea for which we are
reaponeible. Therefore, we hava no comment.

CC: F~SE02

~+

Sinca iy y r ,

/

.

And ae Hager,
W ~b::~co:g ai Director

ation Division
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CMARLE% TON 01S7ROCT. CORPS OP CNOIMCIRS

●,0, *Ox*o D

C“A”LC8TON.*.C.2*401.0*1*
“,-. m
.“,.. !.. . . September 10, 1992

Regulatory Branch

L-03

Hr. Stephen R. Nright
NEPACompliance OffiCer
Department of Energy
Post Office Box A
A{ken, South Carolina 29802

Oear Hr. Uright:

This is in regards to your submittal of a proposed finding of no Comment noted.
significant tm act (FONSI)as a result of the environmental assessment

Ifprepared for t e reposed construction and o eration of the Consolidated
RIncineration Fact {ty located at the Savanna River Site, Aiken County,

South Carolina.

Based on a review of aerial photographs and other information
concerning the proposed project site, it has been detetinined that no
wetlands or other waters of the United States subject to Section 404 of the
Clean tAater Act occur within the project boundaries. Therefore, we have no
comnents to offer since the Corps has no jurisdiction in th{s matter.

In future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to N/R
SAC-47-92-0732.

Sincerely,

LL
Clarence A. Ham
Ch{ef, Regulatory Branch
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Office of the Govemor*Grmt Services
%muh=&md No*tIon end ktiW

‘“”’ E
L-04

● 34



JUly 30, 1992

Katiy Rais
of fic* of tha covernor
Grant SeZViCe9

a. Randall ~oapsoni Pt., Uana er ~~
!saxatdouc Waat* Parmieti~ Sect on

BUraaU of Solid t SSa=ardoun Wasta Xanagem*nt

state Application Idontifler EIS-9207-OOS. . .
EnVirO~tital Aaaeaamenc
consolldat~ Incineration Facility
Savannah RIVer Site

me Razardou9 WaSite Pe~ittinq Section isaa racafvad the
snvironmantsl Aaaaaaaent PreParti by the united statea Dapamasst
af Enarqy for tlIa propoaad Conaolidatad Incineration ?aoility (CIF)
at SavannZB iIiVar nit.. A raViaW at tha Znvironmantal Aa*a88m6nt ComenI nOted+
by this s~lon reaultad in no c-rite at tile time.

An application for a m-f ication to tie aximting Resource

oparate *. CXP ha’ .~.O%;?re$!..Zd by this section. A draft
Conaarvation and Recove CRA) parait to Conmtmct and

RCRA~rmi~ modifioetimn haa bmen praperad. ~. draft sIm pamit
mdlr aation, ●long Witi a *ft cOnS~*i~ ~ft for *C ~? me fllal RCRA petit Wasissued b

~~d~~l~~n~~s~\~~o “it’ Con*’) ‘s ‘d” avail*le SCDHECon Sep!ernber30 1992.Any qovarnmmnt aqenoy or 8eabar of
tba pub 10 i. free to -ont en tie pe-it applioationa, tie draft
RCRA paralt modlficetion, and the draft oenatruction pamit during
~2publie commone peri~ wfiich ie schadulad to ●nd on AugUst 17,

.
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1 No. nt Rwonse

Comment noted.



● ●▼

Office of the tivemor”Grmt Services

@ ?$i,:i’’e’=,

L-06 cuk10 Rok~, Jr.
Governor’sDiv. of Natunl Morucm

Isi.*’-~ “w “1’‘0’1’” I
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Lo?

@

. .

. . .

&. SWDbh
*tJl Cmb Wlbr

Office of the Govemor*Grmt Services
SOuthCmlina bjti Nofd6caidonand Review

‘2” m

RMounnIcOnualMion

Ifyouhvpyqwtlc’m, an m at (803)734-043s. {+ ‘R&

Commen! noted.
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L-08

05ce of the ~vemor*Grmt Services
SaUthCarolinaProiect Notifientionnnd fiViCW

rfrml Im;oV6mlnmnnbm Mblln Ofthfl formb Otut~

d
❑
•1
❑

I

1-.., ,-, . . . . -.

Comtnent noted.

~- 1
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No. C~ent Remnse

Comment noted.
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~ Office of the Govemor”Grent Services
%utb CIUOlinEProject Notiiiation and Wviaw

A I ‘“” ‘eA””*’ 1

(sCIATfMICO)

, S[pt : D,& J.1, 30,1W2

1~
nti CSw”tlvaOtmtw Pb*ab: 1344001
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1

SRS ,

“ US. Kathy Re is
Grant Sarvicam
1205 Pandleton Street
Room 477
Columbia, Sc 29201

REI S1S-9207-005 - Proposed FoNSI and EA,
Consolidated Incineration Facility at
Aiken, S.C. (U. S. Dept. of Energy)

Dear Ms. Reist

personnel from ,the South CarOlina wildlife and Marina Re~ource3
D.apartment have reviewad the above raf era.need proposed proj act
and of far tha following cownenta.

We do hOt have the expertise to avaluata the effect of the
propooed traatment ayatam. Therefore, wa wil 1 not offer any
COMafIta on the impacta on fish and wildlife resources.

*F

CoWent notd.

JATjr/aa
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@

.-.

.,.
. . .

PaulR Lonaford
omc*OrrhaAdjumt

Office of the Governor”Grant Services
South Camba ProjectNotificationand Reviaw

Oenek’el

m
n
u
o

Comment noted.
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South Carolina Department of Archives and History
I41O %“.- 3QUL P.O.bs !ls66kC.1.mbl&SwtiCmU..njll ~o”~jf~S71

91.uR=ud,[601)lM.7Y1uLu.1Rti.rd. [803)7W1911

Aupmt 26, 1991

UC. 0r9u Ut’l”q,r

L12 us Da*_nc et s..rqq
Sava””ah Ml,., *1.14 otf Lc.
A1k.n, WC 2W02

/+,&

ma, mnaolld.tl.m :ncLn.ratl.n Paeillty
r“.lremmatal A....mnt
Savannah RIv.c Sit.
Alk.a, Alk.n bney
EtS-9201-OOS

B.** w. 0,.lmc,

m. 9C 9tat*C1.arlnohou.. ha. Prmldti u. With . Cow or th.
En*lromntal Am..8.mnt toe thl. p..j.ct. A. th. stat. M1.tocl.
?c...cvatlen Ot$ie. lSl19e) tee S8uthCst61Lna, w &r. 9cav Ld1nq .8m8.nts
o. th. .ff.et thl.. un4.c’cak1n9 could II*v. . . mltur.1 . . . . . . . . . .

A PC%r~atiC A9r*0’mnt {PA) with th. SHPO, wc ●nd th. AII.I..W
coumll on N1.tOrle ?r.9.r8at1.. w.. .atltLti en Auw.t 14, 1990. Thl. PA
●n&l*. M8 to ,Id.fitlty =Itural r..aurc.a, aameo. th.m la t.m. of
Natlenal R.QL*ta, .Llqlbllity,●d d...p.pmlt L9*t10n plan. fer ,flactod
#aaoure*m Ln eofimultatlon with tha SHPO, W. not. that hi. P& la
c. f.r.nc.d 1s .Y=c1o. s,6 (P. S-2).

CmPIL.W9 with th. .tlvlat lo.. ot th. ?& ,11.uld .,, L,fy WE, 9
c..wn81bLi Ley for cultural c99wma. utier Smtlon 106 et th9 flatLonal
R1.tecic ?C. m.matlon WC of 1966, ●. mndea, ●nd I17PA. 11 y.” hav. MY
w..tie.., call ● lth.r m O* II.. Nancy Ilrc.ck, R.. L.” ●nd CaopLt.”c. 8,u.ch
su~rvls.,, ●t 803/734-0409.

~;&

Ian b. RL1l
Znt..qm.r-r.t.l R.. Lw caocdlnatoc
stat. Illmterie ?r...rv,tlon Orflc.

eel YIc. Mark ~rnoks, 8CIM-S-
W9. KbthY R9L9, stat. C1.aCLnqhOU..
Mr. ?- Ylcculloueh, Mvlm.cy council 0. llL.tOrL. P. . ..v.t10r.
Or. Erue. Rlmt*a., SCIM

3-14
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07-3! .92 tAOiTH CAROLINA S* ATE CLEARiN~~~PS ‘1[~~
OEPARTNENf OF bunt NISt RAll ON
116 hEsl JONES STREEf
KALEIGH NoRTH KARoLINA 27603-80 3.,,9..’,1,5

L13

IN IERCOVERNNENTAL REVIEH COHHENIS

MA[iEp rO FROM

Hr. Steph@nUrlght MRS. CHRYS BAGCET1
Oe t, of tnorgy, Flold Of ffca, Stvtnnah River oIREC1OR
P.!, Box A N C STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
Afken, South Camllnl 29802

PROJEC1 OE>CRIP11ON

FONSI’- proposed Con$tw”ct\on arid Operat{on of the Consolidated Incineration FAclllty
at the Savtnnah River Site fn Alken, South Carolina

SAI NO 93-E-0012 P.ROCRAfl flTLE - FONSI

lHE AOOVE;PROJEC1 ktAS SEEN SUBIAlll@O 10 lNE NORIN CAROLINA”

IN1ERCC4E?NMEMTAL AFVIEU PkOCESS.ASA RESULTOF lNE REVIEW fNE FOLLOHINO

IS SUOttll~EO (:x) NO COINN?NIS MERE RECEIVEO
.

;1 , 1 CONNENTS A1l ACNEO

SHOIJLO YOV HAVE ANY QUESISONSC PLEASE CALL lNIS OFPICE {4191 733.0499,

Comment noteci.
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L-14

●

.._..’

Alkon Coun~ Publlc Schools
role- . . .. ..*.=” ”~$*. ---=””

0,-R-—
m “*-

Auqu9t 7, 1**2

W. stcph.n might Oir*cc.r
r.mvimm.ntal ●d Lmr.t.cy prop... Blvi. i.n
u. s. Mm?tnnt of En.r rS,”ulnti tiv.r rlald off C*
?. 0. M. A
Akltu, SC 29902

mar *. .Wimtl

ml. l.ttar ●*m*s CO 9U~rt *. c.n.olld.ti..
~Ni.n ?mcllity [c ) ●t th. S.vanno River Sit*

mankY8U ter *. wrtunity to shu. 8y ■upprt.

3-16
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No. t R~

L-15 STATEMENT OF CAROL~A CAMPAIGN
FOR Tf-tE ENVIRONMENT
Bridget M. Balog
2131 Devine Street
Columbia, SC 29205

L-15-01 Please replace our comments dated July 30, Action completed per your request.
1992 with the enclosed comments dated July
31,1992.

Carolina campaign for the Envtinment
(CCE) is a not-for-profit, non-partisan citizens
environmental lobby dedicated to promoting
sound environmental policy through increased
public pardcipation. We appreciate the
opportunity to comnt on the Environmental
Assessment (EA and the proposed Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the
propoti Savannah River Site Consolidated
Incinerator Facility (SRS CIF). Providing
adequate information for the public to
thoroughly review, clearly understand and
fully discuss the proposed incinerator is the
minimum acceptable level of work. The
people of South Carolina must be satisfied that
the decisions we make to deal with these
particularly dangerous wastes are the best we
can devise. The documents don’t provide
enough information to satisfy us.

L-15-02 After review of the EA and the FONSI, we Please refer to Section II, A.
believe that several pertinent questions remain,
and urge the Depment of Energy to perform
a ftdl Environmental Impact Statement to
answer these and other questions which will
no doubt arise during the public comment
period.
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1. Best De o strated Available Technol~
The docum?n~s state that incineration was
chosen kause it is considered the Best
Demonsmted Available Technology for many
wastes generatd at the SRS.

L-15-03 It is not clear from tbe discussion for which
wastes incineration is not BDAT, and what the
BDAT maybe for these wastes. DOE chose
incineration because it is considered the best
technology for marry of the wastes generated
at the site. The documents must specify each
pardculm waste stream and d]wuss meatment
options for each.

L-15-04 2. Monitoring: The documents are confusing
on this point. At sevwat places, it is stated
that the facility wdl conduct continuous
monitoring of offgaws. At other places it is
stated that emissions wi~ be monitored by
input and inspection, or by testing of certain
parameters, or by a @dlc emissions
monitoring program.

The CIF watment system would include incineration,
stabilization, and neutralization. Thus, the CIF would
provide treatment that complies with the applicable EPA
treatment standard for combustible waste streams. These
waste streams may contain many EPA waste codes. The
BDATs are for waste codes, not waste streams. It is not
feasible or safe to separate all waste streams.
Combustible wastes would be separated from
noncombustible wastes where practical, when this does
not result in unacceptable worker exposws.

Cost was only one of several factors considered for the
attemative selection, as discussed in Section 2.0 of the
EA. Biological and chemical treatment technologies
were eliminated based on technological reasons, not on
cost comparisons. Section 2.0 of the EA discusses
alternatives and focuses on potential health and
environmental impacts. Also, please refer to Section II,
E.

Please refer to Section II, H and I.
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L-15-05 If stack testing will be performed, will it be Please refer to Section II, 1.
continuous or pericdic, what technology will
be utilized, what parameters will be tested? If
stack testing will be perid]c, how often will it
occur? Wilf testing include prcducts of
incomplete combustion?

L- 15-06 While the monitoring program may meet Please refer to Section II, G, H, and I.
minimum legal requkments, CCE believes
that the best possible program to test for the
most comprehensive array or of constituents at
the moat frequent intervals is imperative to
ensw that unexpted releases will be
detwted and corrected as quickfy as possible.

‘It might be noted that in December of 1991
DOE did not detect the escape of radioactive
materials in liquids for several days, despite
what we would expect to & DOE’s best
efforts to prevent such events

3. Desizuction and Removal Efficiency: It is
stated that incineration reduces the volume and
toxicity of wastes, and that by law, the facility
must be designd to ensure 99.99 percent
destruction and removal of principal organics.

L-15-07 Please explain how the facility reduces the An atom of a hazardous metal, such as lead or a
toxicity of non-organics, such as lead, radionuclide such as cesium- 137, will not be altered
mercury, and radionuclides. when subjected to a non-nuclear industrial process such

as incineration. However, when wastes are incinerated
that contain both combustible materials (e.g., orgarric
compounds, paper) and non-combustibles (e.g., metrds
and ti]onuclides), the combustible materiaJs will be
destroyed along with its associated toxicity.
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A facility such as the CIF must the~fore be designed to
ensure that amount of non-combustible hazardous
constituents that enter the incinerator are strictly
controlled and the necessary pollution control devices
are in place to ensure the non-combustible constituents
arc not emitted from the stack in harmful quantities. All
wastes that will be fed to the CIF will undergo a
thorough waste anafysis to ensure that the amount of
metals and radionuclides fed do not exceed established
limits. Most metals and radionuclides that are fed to the
CIF will remain in the ash or will be captured by the CL~
offgas scrubber and ~PA filters. The ash, scrubber
residues, and HEPA filter elements that contain the
captured metaIs and radionuclides would be treated and
disposed according to RCRA requirements to minimize
the potential for ttre metals and radionuclides to rc-enter
the environment.

L-15-08 4. Trititrm Gas It was stated at the workshop The CIF ~SHAPS permit limits the amount of &tium
of 7/20/92 that tritium gas will pass through inwoduced into the incinerator to 1200 curies per year.
the incinerator and will be mleti into the This results in an effective dose equivalent of .003 mrem
environment. What steps will be taken to per year. This is well below the regulatory standard of IO
prevent or reduce the incidence of trititrm mrem per year. The CIF ~SHAPS permit requires that
Wtng intzudttced into the incinerator. a waste tracking system be in place to ensure waste feed

tritium is tracked to prevent exceeding the arrnuaf limit.

Approved analytical techniques will be used to
determine the rririum concentration in the feed. The
incinerator blend tanks will be sampled for rntium upon
addition of liquid waste. Suspect tritiated solid waste
will not be accepted unless the maximum rntium
concentration in the waste can be verified.

5. Trial Burn: It appears, but is not clearly
stated, that the results of the trial bum will
affect several operations of the incinerator
feed rates, temperature, oxygen levels, and
perhaps monitoring requirements.

● ✌✌ 3-20
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L-15-09 A more thorough discussion of the trial bum
process should be made, including what
constituents will be burned, which constituents
will not be burned, what parameters will be
tested for, and what operating practices may
be affected by the results.

L-15-1O 6. Waste Generation: The CIF is designed to
incinerate wastes primtily generated during
“normal operations” It is not explicitly stated
which wastes, and in what quantities, will be
generated fmm production, the Defense Waste
Processing Facility, and other sources. In light
of the changing world scene and the changing
mission of SRS, a more complete discussion
of the effects of “cold storage” of the K-
Reactor and other potentialities is in order.

7. Secondary bmbustion Chambec It is not
clear from the feed rate and residence time
information, but it appears that the Secondary
Combustion Chamber (SCC) will be used for
the initial and only bum of cenain liquid

L-15-11 wastes. Which wastes will & burned only in
the SCC, and what will & the effect of not
putting these wastes through a second
treatment process?

8. Occupational Safety and Herdth
Administration Standards: The documents
state that the facility will meet all DOE-
accepted OSHA standards,

Please refer to Section II, G and I.

Please refer to Section II, B and D.

Only liquid benzene waste generated at the Defense
Waste Processing Facility would he injected directly into
the Second~ Combustion Chamber (SCC). The SCC
has been designed to operate at a sufficient temperature
and residence time to efficiently destroy the benzene.
The triaf bum would specifically test the capability of
the SCC to achieve the DRE requirement when directly
fting a liquid waste mixture that has been determined by
EPA to he more difficult to incinerate than benzene.
Therefore, a second~ treatment process would not be
required.



L-15-12 Which OSHA standwds has f)OE not
accepted?

L-15-13 9. Risk what assumptions were used in
calculating risks fmm accidental reIeases from
unusual events. For example, how was it
determind that in the event of a hurricane,
only 10 percent of solid waste would be
released? when calculating risk from benzene
release, the risk to maximalfy exposed offsite
individuals was higher than the risk to onsite
individuals five miles away fmm the spill.
Considering that the nemst boundary is seven
miles away from the facility, why is this so?

DOE has adopted all the requirements of 29 CFR 1910,
“occupational Safety and Health Standards”, and 29
CFR 1926, “Safety and Health Regulations for
Construction.”

Assumptions are used that would give reasonable
assurance that the highest risk to the exposed individual
is cafculatd. Where possible, test data or previous
experience is applied, along with industry accepted
models. Research results and engineering judgment are
applied where needed. Section 4.6 of the EA mentions
some of the assumptions uW, however, listing all of
them would be beyond the scope of the EA. This
information is contained within the documentation
supporting and referenced witbin the EA.

The risk to an individual from a benzene release is a
prcduct of the dose rate and exposure time. In the case
of a benzene spill, the maximally exposed offsite
individual is assumed to be within the plume during the
entire time it takes for the benzene to evaporate. The
onsite individual would be located in a point of higher
concentration in the benzene plume, but would be
notified and relocated out of the plume. The calculation
of risks based on these assumptions results in the slightly
higher risk to the maximally exposed offsite individual
than the onsite individual Iocatzd five miles from the
spill, due primarily to difference in exposure duration.

The 10 percent figure noted in the comment regarding
potentiaJ releases due to high winds is assumed to”~
referring to the 1 percent number indicated on page 4-9
of the EA (Subsection 4.6.3). Engineering judgment was
used in applying this number which was derived from
test data and supported by industry utilized information.
This number represents the portion of the reteased
material that becomes airborne as an aerosol.
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L-15-14 10. Alternatives: The EA does not include an Please refer to Section 11,E.
adequate discussion of alternatives.

It is clear that incineration was the technology
of choice before the EA was begun, and that
DOE had decided to adopt a single technology
to treat a single aggregated waste stream.

L-15-15 me documents state that incineration has been Please refer to L- 15-03.
identified as the BDAT for many of the wastes
generated at SRS, but does not specify which
s~ific wastes these are. More important] y,
there is no discussion of wastes for which
incineration is not BDAT and what the BDAT
is for these wastes. Treatment of the separate
waste streams is not seriously dlsctsssd, this
option was rejected because of the cost
involved.

L-15-16 It is mentioned that biological or chemical Please refer to Response L- 15-03.
@atment may actually increase the level of
desmction for some wastes. Again these
wastes are not specitid and these alternatives
are rejected largely because of cost. It could
be argued that putting cost considerations
ahead of envirmsmentaf ones has greatly
contributed to the fact that SRS is currentfy a
haztious CERCLA site.

L-15-17 It is imperative that aftematives be diwussed
in the context of desegregate and
disaggregate waste streams.

Please refer to Response L- 15-03.
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L-15-18 Rejwting technologies which maybe BDAT Please refer to Section 11,E.
for some waste streams because they are not
BDAT for all waste streams without explicitly
discussing those alternatives subverts the
purpow of the required discussion of
alternatives.

L-15-19 In conclusion, CCE is cafling on the DDE to Please refer to Section 11,A, D and E.
expand its examination of the environmental
impacts of disposal of SRS wastes and provide
a more thorough discussion of alternatives.
~is should be acmmplished through a
scientifically rigorous, detailed EIS, that fully
explores all legitimate alternatives. We
believe the citizens of South Carolina deserve
norhbrg less that the best system that we can
devise to deal with these dangerous toxic
wastes.
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me level of secrecy that has surrounded the
facility, along with recent disclosures
concerning deception of the public at other
nuclear weapons facilities has eroded public
confidence in DOE. Performing painstafcing
review, providing the public with complete
information, and allowing for full public
discussion of the incineration proposal may
help mbmld that confidence. Unfortunately,
the EA and FONS1 do not provide an adequate
level of detail to rdlow for public
understanding and comment on the CIF. We
urge DOE to perform a complete
Environmental Impact Statement to provide
the information needed so that we are assured
that we reach the best possible solution for
dealing with these extremely hazardous
wastes.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to
comment.
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L-16 STATEMENT OF CITIZENS FOR CLEAN
AIR AND WATER
Paul Sacco
P.O. BOX 614
Rock Hill, SC 29731

L-16-01 DOE’s proposed FONSI and substitution of it Please refer to Section II, A.
for a fill fldged Environmental Impact study
is a new public insult from a member of the
pollution industry.

We (~AW) live under the paU of a
hazardous waste facility (Thermal KEM), and
you cannot whitewash the stench and stack
emissions from our nostrils and lungs with an
innocuous EA.

If DOE cannot conduct a kntilde
Environmentrd Impact Study, then closeup
shop and not kid the public.

Pemnal!y I distrust their FONSI.
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L-17 STATEMENT OF GEORGIANS AGAINST
NUCLEAR E~RGY
PO Box 8574, Station 8
Atlanta, GA 30306

We are pleased to submit our views to our
government on plans in the works that are to
be funded with our money and that will impact
our homeland. We are also pleased that our
government is exploring ways to remove the
haztis of atom bomb production from the
pple it is charged with defending.

However, we do not agree with the
environmental assessment tinding of no
significant impact from the construction and
operation of a Consolidate Incinerator Facility.
Most obviously, we note that if the bum does
achieve a destruction and removal efficiency
of 99.99%, 35,0CM)pounds of h-dous and
radioactive emissions will still enter the
environment surrounding the facility and this
is unacceptable. And we doubt that the
incinerator will perform with the desired
efficiency its afl situations during its lifetime.
As the EA notes, the CfF will use
experimental design featws inspired by the
shortcomings of incinemtors that were studied
prior to dwiding that the CIF is the
appropriate technology to use. We commend
the intention to do better than existing
incinerators, but do not have confidence in the
experiment given the cost to build and operate
the CfF and the diversion of attention from
finding reaf solution to SRS waste problems.

Using the minimum acceptable DRE value of 99.99%
and assuming that the CfF would bum 5 million lba/yr of
organic waste compounds as estimated in the EA, the
annual emission of unburned organic compounds would
be 5fK)lbs. and not 35,000 Ibs. as stated in the comment.
Based on the results of performance testing at other
hazardous waste incinerators of similar design, DOE
expects the CfF will perform significantly better than the
RCRA performance requirement of a minimum 99.99
percent DRE. A typical example is the Kcdak
incinerator at Rochester, NY, which achievd DREs of
better than 99.99970 in tial bum tests. The wastes to be
incinerated in the CIF, however, will contain a
sign~lcant ~action of non-hazardous components, (e.g.,
paper, plastic, oils, water), and the actual amount of
hazardous constituents processed through the CIF will be
substantially less than 5 million lbs/yr. Please afso refer
to Section H, A, G, and H.
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L-17-02 We find the EA to be inadequate in identifying
the wurces and quantities of the wastes and
radionuclides under consideration for the
incinerator. There is much vague ~ference to
controls and systems and procedures that will
make the handling and burning of these mixed
wastes safe, but these systems and procedures
are not described. We note with dismay that
tritium will not he trapped by the filters!

The waste types and their respective quantities that
would be fed to the CIF are listed in Table 2-1 of the EA.
This table lists the key chemicaI components for each of
the waste types. Radionuclide source and release terms
for the CIF are listed in Table 4-2 of the EA. Table 16 in
the CIF NESHAPS permit application aIso lists the
waste types with the respective maximum radioisotope
concentration expected in each waste type.

The CIF RCRA Part B Permit describes the
handlin#feeding of mixed and hazardous wastes. The
application requires that specific operational procedures
concerning waste handling/feeding be submittti 6
months before operation. The RCRA permit requires
that waste volumes and types be updated 9 months prior
to operation. Approved procedures are required for
determining the concentration and quantity of each
radioactive and h~dous constituent. Wastes would be

accepted only when contaminant concenmations can ‘k
verified by approved techniques.

Tntium gas cannot be trapped by HEPA filters.
However, the quantity emitted is well within regulatory
limits as explained in Response 15-08.
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L-17-03 We find the discussion of radioactive release The EA provides the calculated radiation dose to the
JOthe Dubli~ &]ng described in person Reins a “maximally exposed individual” due to radionuclide
gross inadequacy, since the plume will never emissions from routine CIF operation (see Section 4.5.2)
be democratic in its direction and distribution and emissions that could result from credible incidents
of hazardous substances. (see Section 4.6.2 and Table 4-3). The maximally

exposed individual is the person who would
continuously inhabit the offsite geographical location
where radiation exposure would be greatest. Factors such

as distance from the CIF and air dispersion patterns due
to local topography and meteorology are taken into
account when the location and radiation dose to the
maximally exposed individual are determined. The
calculatd radtation dose to the maximally exposed
individual from routine emissions and incident-related
emissions is well within applicable federal requirements.

Doses from radionuclides emitted from CIF were
calculated using the EPA-approved CAP-88
dose/dispersion model. This mcdel considers the half-
lives of the emitted rtilonuclides, the dose from
daughter radionuclides, and all major pathways for
human uptake and exposure, including indirect effect
such as food-chain uprake.

L-17-04 We compare a discussion about whether The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewexi the CfF
endangered wildlife has ever been sptted on project information and concurred in the determination
the acreage that is considered for the CIF to a no threatened or endangered species, including the red
discussion about the exposure levels in a lW cockaded woodpecker and wood stork, would be
mile dtus and do not shm your conclusion affected by the CIF. Please refer to Appendix A of the
that the red cockaded woodpecker and wood EA. U.S. Fish and W]ldlife Service letter of January 4,
stork are safe from this projwt. 1991.
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L-17-05 We expect that the workers would suffer the Smtion 4.6.1 of the EA indicates that “Engineering
worst exposure to emissions, ash and water controls, (e.g., shielding, ventilation, remote handling
releases from the CfF. and other design features), along with administrative

controls would be used to limit both chemical and
radiological exposures to personnel. All applicable DOE
Orders and standards, DOE-adopted OSHA standards,
and SRS requirements would be followed to assure
worker health and safety during normal operations and in
the event of any accidents having potential for
exposu~. ” Specific examples of these measures taken in
the facility design include the use of solid reinfomed
concrete walls around the ashout area to provide
shielding for personnel, the use of continuous air
monitors throughout the facility and the remote location
of the ashcrcte operating station. State and Federal
agencies would have the authority to perform periodic
inspections to ensure compliance with facility permit
conditions. Internal Audits would be performed to
ensure compliance with OSHA standards.

L-17-06 And, lastfy, since we understand as well as
you do that matter can neither k created or
destruyed, we appreciate very well the hazards
of handting the undeniably toxic, albeit,
smatler volume, of waste ash and water
effluents that would ~mairt after the bum.

In light of the real fact of toxic and radioactive
waste, that we alf agree must be dealt with
sooner than later we do have a suggestion to
offer as to the direction we would like you to
take.
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L-17-06 We urge you to shore up the storage aspect of Please refer to Section II, D.
(continued) the waste first. Get new containers if you

can’t fix the old. But since we have no way to
deal with the wastes that will be left from the
incinerator any more than we can deal with the
wastes in the stares they are in now, let’s put
the CIF program to the side while we consider
a genuine way of dealing with hazardous
radionuclides.

As one of our members quipped recently, our
society has discovered ways to make mascara
that doesn’t run when you cry and cereal that
stays crispy when you pour milk on it. If we

‘make as sincere an effort to deal with the
radioactive wastes as we did to develop the
technologies that created the wastes, we can
meet this great chaflenge.

L-17-07 GA~ cafls for the diversion of all creativity
and resources that are currently devoted to
atom bomb production, nuclear energy
production and developing the irradiation
industry to intense research and development
in the area of nuclear waste. We urge our
government to lead the world away from the
precipitous danger these wastes pose to our
s~ies and embrace wholeheartedly the
honorable project of finding a truly safe,
responsible and permanent way to keep the
wasteful legacy of the atomic age from
threatening future generations.

Please refer to Section II, B.
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L-18 STATEMENT OF GMENPEACE
Scott Brown, Southeast Toxics Campaigner
20 Succt N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30309

Enclosed please find my comments on the
Envtimental Assessment for the
Consolidated Incinemtion Facility. I find the
data incomplete and misleading. To base a
tinding of no significant impact on the merits
of the data presented is unconscionable. In
summary, I have noted here that, among other
things, the EA:

L- 18-01 . assumes an unrealistic destruction and PIease refer to Section II, G.
removal efficiency,
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L-18-02 ● fails to attempt qualify and quantify the Quantification of the unburned chemicals (principal
overwhelming majority of unburned organic hazardous constituents or POHC) and heavy
chemicals, products of incomplete combustion metals that would be expected to be emitted was
and heavy metals likely to be emitted from the delineated in the permits referenced in the EA (Section
incinerator, 5.0). The EA also indicates (Section 4.5.1) that the CIF

would achieve a 99.99 percent DRE for POHC, which
would be verified during the trial bum. Sampling would
be conducted during the trial bum to quantify POHC
emissions. Details mnceming selectioo of POHCS and
their destruction during the trial bum can be found in the
CIF RCRA Part B Permit. This trial bum would also
verify the removal efficiency and emission of heavy
metals. The estimated emission of POHCS and heavy
metals ia presented in the trial bum plan, and are also
summarized in Section 11,F and H. DOE did not attempt
to quantify products of incomplete combustion (PIC)
emissions. EPA (55 FR 17862) has been unable to
quantify and characterize PIC emissions. However, EPA
believes that these emissions do not pose significant
risks when incinerators are operated at high mmbustion
efficiency. PIC emissions are minimized by maximizing
combustion efficiency, and using carbon monoxide
mncentrstion as an indicator of mmbustion efficiency.

L-18-03 ● ignores the risks of chronic exposure to
incinerator emissions,

Potential risks from chronic exposures to CIF emissions
were considered and used by SCDHEC and EPA to set
emission limits, as explained in Section 4.5 of the EA.
Afso please refer to Section II, F of this appendix for
further discussion. In general, the equations used to
calculate the risk-based air concentrations found in the
RCRA permit are consistent with EPA’s basic approach
for quantifying risks from chronic exposures to

. hazardous compounds, including heavy metals.
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llre EPA risk-based approach, found in the proposed
regulations (55FR17862) and used to set emission limits,
is based on a maximally exposed individual (MEI) and
incorporates the following conservative assumptions
(that tend to over estimate risks):

● me ME1 resides at the point of maximum
concentration. For carcinogenic compounds, the MEI
resides at the point of maximum concentration for 70
years.

● For noncarcinogenic compounds, ingestion and
dermal routes of exposure account for 75 permnt of
the dose, while inhalation accounts for 25 percent of
the acceptable dose.

● Forlead, theincinerator islimited toonly lOpercent
of the National Ambient Air Quality Standard.

● Tfre EPAcsrcinogenic andnoncarcinogenic toxicity
values used for the incinerator emissions incorporate
uncertainty factors to protect the most sensitive (such
as the very old and the very young) portion of the
population.

The EPA risk-baaed approach does address chronic
effects through the use of toxicity values developed
specifically for chronic carcinogenic and
noncsrcinogenic effects. Cumulative effectsof
contaminants through time are addressed through the
uncertainty factors included in the EPA toxicity values.
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Radiological releases are regulated by EPA through the
NESHAPregulations,40 CFR61, Subpart H. This
regulation limits releases from DOE facilities not to
exceed an effective dose equivalent (EDE) of 10
mrem/yr. tothemaximally exposed individual. Section
4.5.2 of the EA states that the EDE of CIF would be

0.00261 mrem/yr., which is insignificant when compared
to the standard of 10 mrem/yr.

L-18-04

L-18-05

● seriously downplays the threat to worker Please refer to Comment L-17-05.
health and safety,

●,overlooks potential impacta on the food Food chain effects were considered in the dose
chain, and calcrdations forradiomrclides. Provisions for indirect

effects, which includes food chain effects, for the non-
radioactive emissions are made in EPA’s proposed roles
‘(April27,1990, Federal Register - 55FR17862), to
which the CIF facilhy would comply (Section 4.5.1 of
the EA).

Potential food chain impacts from radionuclides are
addressed in the EPA approved CAP-88 dose/dispersion
model. Tbismodel isuaedto estimate radionuclide
emissions due to routine operations of the CIF to
determine exposure to the entire affected population
around SRS and the maximally exposed individual
(MEI). This model considers the half-lives of the
emitted radionuclides, the dose from daughter
radionuclides, and all major pathways for human uptake
and exposure, including direct inhalation and ingestion
via water and the food chain, when calculating the
human radiation dose. The food chain pathways
considered include meat, milk, and vegetation.
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L-18-06 ● paints an inaccurate picture of day-to-day
incinerator operation and monitoring.

L-18-07 Given the health risks already imposed by SRS
on people in the vicinity of the site, and the
lack of scientific research on health impacts of
chronic exposure to toxic chemicals, any
additional point sources must be considered
significant. In cases of scientific uncertainty,
citizens can no longer afford to be treated as
guinea pigs. The burden of proof is on the
DOE and the EA fails miserably to make a
convincing case for the safety of the
incinerator.

Although the EPA proposed rules (55FR17862) do not
quantify indirect exposure through the food chain for the
non-radioactive emissions, they do contain provisions
for this indirect exposure. For carcinogens, this
provision is made by establishing the aggregate risk to
the MEI to l-in-100,000 rather than l-in-10,000. Both
of these values are within EPA’s acceptable carcinogenic
risk range, with the 1-in-100,000 representing a more
restrictive (safer to the public) level than the l-in-10,000.
For toxic compounds that do not exhibit carcinogenic
effects, CIF emissions are allowed to mntribute only 25
percent of the dose that would exceed a health-baaed
threshold. For lead, the CIF is allowed to contribute
only 10 percent of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standard.

llre CIF EA does account for impacts of emissions due
to normal day-to-day operations. The EA’s purpose is to
address the environmental impacts of a proposed action.
Additional operational details can be found in the RCRA
Part B Permit.

The Clean Air Act requires the EPA to establish ambient
standards for pollutants determined to be injurious to
public health and the environment. When a new source
is considered in an area, the actual ambient mncentration
of selected pollutants is compared to these National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), to determine
the level of attainment necessary to protect public health,
allowing for an adequate margin of safety. The
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) emission
limits, established by the EPA are used to prevent
deterioration of the air quality and are established by the
EPA for areas that meet the NAAQS. Additional
requirements are imposed for new sources in areas that
do not meet the NAAQS. Through this pemitting
process, the effect of other sources is considered in the
EA.
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The CIF projected emissions would be below the PSD
limits as shown in Table 4-1 of the EA, and Section 11,
H.

Toxic emissions from the CIF would be controlled in
accordance with EPA’s proposed roles for hazardous
waste incinerators (55FR17862). Provisions for other
sources are made by the EPA when they establish the
allowabIe Reference Alr Concentrations associated with
non-carcinogens. Cumulative effects of carcinogens
through time are also addressed in this guidance through
the uncertainty factors included in the EPA toxicity
values. These rules, which were used by SCDHEC to set
emission limits, do allow for other contaminant sources,
as explained in Response L-18-03. Response L-18-03
also summarizes the conservative assumptions used to
establish these limits.

me cumulative effects expected from the construction
and operation of the CIF are identifed in Section 4.8 of
the EA. In addition, the cumulative effects from all
radiological sources at SRS are presented in the
Environmental Report for 1991 (WSRC-TR-92-186).
CIF’Smeasured radiological emissions would be
quantified in future reports, and are expected to be
negligible for the reasons explained in Response L-15-08
and L-15-07.

Dispersion modeling has been performed for the
hazardous metal and organic compounds the CIF would
incinerate. The resulting ambient air conmntrations
were found to be less than the standards required by the
SCD~C in its Air Regulation 61-62.5 Standard No. 8,
Toxic Air Pollutants. Please also refer to Section II, F
and H.
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L-18-08 At this point, I can only hope that the DOE Please refer to Section II, A and E.
will educate itself on the hazards associated
with incineration and further mnsider other,
safer altemativesfor SRS. However, if the
incinerator proposal goes forward, a full EIS is
clearly required.

L-18-09 Emissions from hazardous waste incinerators Please refer to Section II, F and Response L-18-05.
are known to include a variety of persistent,
bioaccumulative and toxic compounds such as
dioxins, furans, PCBS, hexachlorobenzen,
Iead, cadmium andmercury. ‘f’hesechemicals
include many which are known to cause
csnwr, birth defects, and for which no safe
Ievelhas beenestablished. Forthe CIF,
significant radiological hazards are added.

L-18-IO The Environmental keasment (EA) and Please refer to Section II, A and F and Response
resulting tinding of no significant impact L-18-03.
(FONSI) reflects an ill-informed
understanding of the hazards of incineration,
huge data gaps, and an attempt to hide behind
scientific uncertainty and an inadequate
regrdatory fmmework. Existing regulations, as
they pertain to emissions standards and
‘acceptable levels of risk,” are clearly not
protective of environmental/public health from
either an acute or chronic exposure
perspective. Tfrerefore, iftheletter andspirit
of the National Environmental Policy Act is to
be met, the DOE must perform a full and
mmplete Environmental Impact Statement
which mnsidera the “real world”
environmental impacts likely to result from the
operation of the CIF.

DTR~ U~ON AND REMOVAL
Efficiency
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L-18-12

L-18-13

L-18-11 The premise of many of the DOE’s
conclusions regarding non-radioactive
atmospheric emissions is that the incinerator
will achieve a destruction and removal
efficiency (DRE) of 99.99%.

Scientific eviden~ suggests that, regardless of
technology used, 99.99% will not be achieved.
me trial burn’s sampling, analysis and
calculation protocols, used to determine DRE,
seriously overestimate incinerator efficiency
by ignoring the following

● Errors and inaccuracies. During a typical
ttial bum, a volume of stack gas no greater
than 1/1,000 of a single minute’s flow is
sampled using devices which may have a
margin of error of +/- 50%. This is followed
by analyzing the concentration of the POHCS
in the sample and using the gas flow rate to
determine DRE. Each step of the calculation
involves significant imprecision, which are
then multiplied hy each other. The
propagation of error may reardt in calculations
that are inaccurate by a factor of up to 100.

L-18-14 ● Delayed emissions. Current methods do not
account for retention within the mmbustion
system of the chemicals selected for trial bum
~he “hysteresis effect”) and their continued
release for hours, and even days, after
sampling has atopped. A calculated DRE of
99.99% that ignores the hysteresis effect may
disguise a much lower actual DRE -- as low as
99%.

Please refer to Section 11,G.

Please refer to Section II, G.

EPA has implemented very strict sampling and analysis
requirements for stack sampling to prevent the errors and
inaccuracies alluded to in the comment. These
requirements are incorporated in the CIF Quality
Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) Trial Bum
Plan. EPA has stated that if trial bums incorporate the
level of QA/QC indicated in the QA/QC Handbook for
Hazardous Waste Incineration, then levels of accuracy
and precision will be documented and wilI be within
acceptable ranges. By preparing and complying with an
approved QA/QC Plan, DOE can achieve high levels of
accuracy and precision during stack sampling that would
result in an accurate and precise DRE.

The EPA has investigated the hysteresis phenomenon in
boilers and documented its effect only in boiler systems.
In regard to hazardous waste incinerators such as the
CIF, hysteresis ia thought to occur but its significance on
the determination of DRE has not been established.
Hysteresis should be lower in incinerators than in boilers
because of the lesser amount of soot-bearing surfaces
typically found in incinerator. Soot provides a medium
where unburned POHC’Scould be retained with in a
combustion system. Although EPA is studying further
the significance of the hysteresis effect in com-
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L-18-14
(continued)

L-18-15 The test bum is inelevant to day-to-day
operating conditions for the following reasons:

● Burning a handful of pure chemicals
(POHCS) does not accurately reflect
incinerator operation when hundreds, or even
thousands of chemicals, in constant fluctuation
are burned.

L-18-16 ● Burning POHG at high cotrmntrations
overestimates actual DRE. EPA studies have
proven that incinerators are less able to bum
wastes in low concentrations than in high
~nccntrations. Trial bums -- in which
specific POHCS are fed in much higher
mncerrtration than are usually found in wastes
-- thus exaggerate incinerator efficiency. EPA
scientists have concluded that existing
incinerators cannot meet the 99.99%
requirement when actual wastes are burned.

bustion systems, including hazardous waste incinerators,
the agency continues to rely on the current trial burn
protocol for determining POHC emissions and DRE.
During routine operation of the CIF, controlling
combustion temperatures, CO emissions, and other
operating parameters within permitted limits would
provide reasonable assurance that the DRE being
achieved would be better than the regulatory requirement

of 99.99%. Hysteresis would only be potentially
exhibited when the incinerator is shut down, and its
significance in that instance is speculative. Additionally,
please refer to Section II, 1.

Please refer tn Section II, G.

The CIF is designed to protect human health and the
environment at all contaminant concentrations. Highest
emissions would occur when waste concentrations are
highest. These emissions have been modeled using the
conservative EPA T-Screen model, and results show air
mncentrations well below risk-based and regulatory
limits. Please refer to Section 11,G and Response L-17-
01.
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L-18-17 ● In the real world, combustion upsets are
known to be a frequent occurrence. These
deviations from ideal conditions cause
significant increases in toxic emissions. The
carefully controlled swnario of the trial bum
bears a tenuous relationship to the actual daily
operation of an incinerator.

L-18-18 Even assuming a DRE of 99.99%, the U.S.
EPA Science Advisory Board has written that:

“..as much as 1 percent of the mass of waste
feed could exit an incinerator as compounds
other than C02, CO H20 and HCL”.

Based on this estimate the CIF could be
expected to emit 50,~ pounds of PICS and
unburned chemicals in the first three yeara of
operation (assuming 5 million pounds of
wastes burned in the three year period).

L-18-19 THE EA VIR~ALLY IGNORES PICS,
POHCS. METALS AND RA1310NUCLIDES

P1a
Regarding PICS and POHCS, the EPA has
stated that between 40-9070 of the total mass
of chemicals thought to be emitted into the air
from hazardoua waste incinerators remain
unidentified. Amrding to the EPA PICS
emitted from incinerators number in the
“thousanda”. One list of known PICS includes
some 100 individual chemicals plus PCBS,
dioxina and fursns. Of this list of chemicals
only dioxin is mentioned in the EA.

R-se

Please refer to Section 11,G and L

Please refer to Response L-17-01.

Please refer to Response L-18-02 for a discussion of
PIG and Section 11,F, for a discussion of metats.
POHCS are discussed in Section 11,G, H; and
radionuclides are discussed in Responses L-15-08, L-17-
03, L-18-05, and Section 11,F.

The EA states that the trial bum will include a
measurement of dioxin emissions,
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L-18-20 The EA also states that expected CIF operating The comment is correct in that there are no standards for
conditions and test data from similar dioxin emissions or concentration standards applicable to
incinerator indicate that any dioxins emitted the CIF. Section 4.5.1 of the EA has been appropriate y
would not exceed “applicable standards.” modified. The Kodak hazardous waste incinerator
There are, in fact, no standards for dioxin located in Rochester, New York is comparable in design
emissions from incinerators or dioxin and operating conditions 10those of the proposed CIF.
concentration standards in ambient air. The dioxin emissions from the Kodak incinerator were

less than the State of New York dioxin emission
standard.

Dioxins can be formulated from any incineration (and
combustion) process in which chlorine is present. This
formulation occurs in a narrow temperature range that is
below the CIF’Scombustion temperature, but above its
release temperature. Rapid cooling of the offgas to a
point below this critical range reduces the time available
for such products to be formed. The CIF was dmigned
without heat remvery equipment, to ensure rapid cooling
is achieved, and dioxin formulation minimized.

L-18-21 The EA fails to qualify and quantify PIC and Please refer to Response L-18-02 and Sections 11,G, H.
POHC emissions.

L18-22 The EA also fails to discuss partitioning (air In order to conservatively assess the potential
emissions, fly ash, bottom ash, waste water environmental impacts of organic emissions from the
effluent), dispersal patterns and the ultimate proposed CIF, it was assumed that only the minimum
uptake, bioaccumulation and impact of these 99.99% DRE would be achieved. It was further
emissions. mnservatively assumed that the remaining 0.01% of the

organics originall y in the waste feeds would be emitted
from the stack and no partitioning of organics to the
bottom ash or offgas scrubber byproduct liquid waste
would occur. The maximum ambient corrwrttrations due
to these emissions were determined through use of the
conservative TSCREEN air dispersion model to be less
than the ambient air corr~ntration standards established
by SCDHEC to be protective of public health and the
environment. Detailed results may be found in the CIF
Air Pollution Control Permit application.
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Organim that would partition to the bottom ash or offgas
scmbber liquid byproducts would be immobilized when
these byproducts are solidified for disposal in EPA -
approved land disposal units, as required by RCRA.
Based on the strict RCRA and DOE disposal
requirements for these wastes, human exposure from
organics in these waste forms would not occur.

Partitioning of waste contaminants is dependent on many
operating parameters (waste feed chlorine, temperature,
air velocity, waste feed type) that are subject to change
within the permitted range. Changes in operational
parameters result in changes in partitioning factors.
Changes in the partitioning factors would not pose
unacceptable riska since:

● contaminants that partition to the ash would be
stabilized in cement to meet RCRA land disposal
requirements (LDRs).

● contaminants that partition to the offgaa and are
removed by offgas treatment will be immobilized with
the offgaa wastewater and flyash to meet RCRA
LDRs.

● contaminants that partition to the offgas and are
emitted from the stack will comply with regulatory
and health-based emission limits.

Please also refer to Response L-18-05.
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L-18-23 , ~ etals
We~neelements. heavv metals. are not
destr;yed in the incin;radon process. This
means that every ounce of heavy metal going
into the incinerator will exit out the stack or be
prewnt in the ash or wastewater effluent. At
least 19different metals have bcl : ,Ictected in
the emissions from hazardous waste
incinerators or in commercial waste streams.
According to the EPA, some hazardous waste
incinerators in the U.S. emit heavy metals into
the air in quantities sufficient to pose caner
risks as high as five per 1,000 and to exceed
ambient wncentrations associated with
systematic toxic effects for hypothetical “most
exposed individuals” living near facilities.
EPA haa wnchrded thati “Risks from the
burning of metal-bearing hmrdous wastes in
incinerators can be unacceptable under
reasonable worst-case circumstsnms. Clearly,
metals can pose significant health risk”.

The EA has failed to fully qualify, much less,
quantify the amount of metals in the waste
stream.

R-se

The dispemion of the estimated metals emissions from
the CIF were modeled using the EPA-approved
Industrial Source Complex - Short Term air dispersions
computer code, as specified in the EPA’s proposed rules
for control of metals, hydrochloric acid, and products of
irrmmplete combustion emissions from hazardous waste
incinerators (55 FR 17682). me model established that
the maximum expected emission of hazardous metals
from the CIF would be below the maximum allowable
ambient air wncentrations proposed by EPA to be
protective of human health and the environment. Please
also refer to Section II, F and H.
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L-18-24 me EA alao fails to discuss partitioning (air For purposes of design and the analysis of potential
emissions, fly ash, bottom ash, waste water environmental impacts, heavy metals contained in CIF
effluent), dispersal patterns and the ultimate waste feeds were conservatively assumed to partition
uptake, bioaccrrmulation and impact of heavy completely to the offgas. Expected pollution control
metal emissions. devim removal efficiencies were then applied to

estimate the heavy metals stack emissions. The trial
bum testing of the CIF would include determinations of
the actual partitioning, pollution control device removal
efficiencies, and stack emission of heavy metals.
Maximum allowable feedrates of heavy metals would
then be established to insure the maximum allowable
stack emission rates could not exceed health-based
limits. Please also refer to Responses L-18-05 and L-18-
23.

In order to develop the processes for solidifying the
bottom ash and offgm acrrsbber liquid byproducts in
accordance with RCRA LDR treatment standards, it has
also been assumed that all metals also partition
completely to each of these byproducts streams. The
solidified CIF byproduct must pass RCRA leaching tests
and would be disposed of in land disposal units that are
designed so that the contained metaIs would not migrate
into the environment and present a human health risk.
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Radionuclides
L-18-25 For non-tntium isotopes, the EA provides no

data to support the seemingly optimistic
decontamination factor (DF) of 3.8E+04.

L-18-26 ‘lIre DF is inconsistent, by ordera of
magnitude, with even the assumed DRE of
99.99%. As with heavy metals, every
radionuclide present in the waste stream will
eventually be dlsperaed into the environment.

The current expected decontamination factor (DF) of
1.3E +06 is actually much higher (higher DF results in a
lower emission rate) than the DF reported in the EA.
The current DF is based on new calculations completed
by DOE. The three factors that are used to determine the
DF are:

● Partition factor of ash Historical incineration data
indicates that 7570 of the ash will remain in the kiln
and only 25% will partition to the offgas.

● Scrubbinz removal efficiency Actual test data from
SRS and manufacturer guarantees indicate the
scrubber efficiencies are in excess of 99.0 percent.

● Hieh Efficiency Particulate Air fHEPA) filter removal
efficiency fFRE~Tire HEPA filter FRE is 99.97%
which is tested and ccmfimred by performance of a
dioctylphalate (DOP) test on the filters.

Decontamination factor (DP) refers to particulate
removal which is based on tbe collection removal
efficiencies of the incinerator equipment. DRE refers to
hazardous organic chemical destruction which occurs in
the incineration chambem. Afl heavy metals and
radioouclides would not be dispersed into the
environment. me CIF treatment system is designed to
contain radionuclides and heavy metals in the HEPA
filters and seandary waste streams. Radionuclides and
heavy metals that would be emitted would comply with
all SCDHEC and EPA regulatory and risk-based
requirements, as discussed in Section H, F and H.
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L-18-27 The EA fails to discuss half-lives, dispersal Section 4.5.2 of the EA discusses estimated radionuclide
patterns and the ultimate uptake, emissions due to routine operation of the CIF. These
bioaccumulation and impact of radionuclides. emissions were processed through the CAP-88 air

dispersion/dose model to determine the exposure to the
entire affected population around SRS and the
maximally exposed individual. ‘fIreCAP-88 model is an
EPA-approved model that must be utilized to show
compliance with the EPA radionuclide National
Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Polhrtants
(NESHAP). The CAP-88 utilizes local meteorological
data collected over a five year period in the calculation
of the dispersal of emissions. The model also considers
the half-lives of the emitted radioisotopes, the dose from
daughter radioisotopes, and all major pathways for
human uptake and exposure, including direction
inhalation and ingestion via water and the food chain,
when calculating the human radiation dose. A detailed
discussion of the estimated emission, dispersion, and
dose due to radionuclide emissions from the CIF may be
found in the CIF NESH permit application, which has
been approved by the EPA. Please refer to Response
L-18-05
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MONITORING
While makine reoeated reference to EPA and
state monitonwngprograms,

L-18-28 the EA fails to clearly state that these
programs will not monitor actual emissions of
unburned chemicals, PICS, metals and
radionuclides.

L-18-29 The technology does not exist to provide real-
time analysis of actual emissions. Instead,
incinerator performance is evaluated by
observing variations in certain “surrogate
indicatom” -- carbon monoxide and total
hydmcarbona -- and certain operating
parameters (waste feed rate, combustion
temperature, etc.). There ia, however, no
agreement within the scientific community
that any of these measures are reliable
indicators of incinerator performance.

EPA and state monitoring programs refer to stack
emission monitoring requirements imposed by federal
and state environmental regulations. Actual emissions of
unburned chemicals (e.g., POCHS) and metals would be
periodically measured in accordance with these
requirements. Radionuclide stack emissions would be
continuously monitored. PIC emissions would not be
monitored, but measurement and control of carbon
monoxide (CO). EPA has stated in their April 27, 1990,
proposed mlemaking (55FR17882) that: ‘More
importantly, however, available data indicate that when
CO emissions are low (e.g., under 100 ppmv), PIC
emissions are always low (i.e., at levels that pose
acceptable health risk)”. Atso, please refer to Section II,
I.

EPA has been regulating and studying hazardous waste
incineratotz since 1976. EPA has repeatedly stated (see
55 FR 17862) that by monitoring carbon monoxide
emissions, and optimizing combustion efficiency, risks
from products of incomplete combustion would not be
significant. Also, please refer to Section 11,F, G, H and
I.

Because actual emissions wifl not be
monitored, the real day-to-day health and
environmental impacts of the incinerator will
be rmknown.
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L-18-30 Furthermore, increases in emissions due to Sections 2.1 and 4.5.1 of the EA address these issues.
combustion upsets, equipment breakdown and Emission increases can potentially result from operating
malfunction, and human error will go incidents such as a process upset, equipment
undetected. “Real world” emissions and malfunction, or operator error. In order to minimize
scenarios must be considered. emission increases, various measures would be

employed to reduce the probability of occurrence and
impact of such incidents.

For instance, engineering features such as a waste feed
cutoff system would be built into the CIF. This system
would automatically and instantaneously shut off waste
feeds when the computer control system detects that a
process condition, e.g., combustion temperature, deviates
beyond the limit(s) proven by testing(the trial bum) and
approved by EPA and SCDHEC to provide for efficient
combustion and air pollution control. Atso, installed
spare equipment and backup systems would be used in
critical areas of the prowss (e.g., HEPA filters) to
immediately take over the job of malfunctioning
equipment and provide for continued efficient operation.

Numerous administrative programs would also minimize
incidents leading to emission increases. Rigorous
inspection and testing of equipment and instrument
systems, including daily testing of key parts of the waste
feed cutoff system, would minimize the likelihood of an
upset or malfunction. Atw, comprehensive training of
CIF operating personnel, performed and documented in
acmrdance with regulatory requirements, would
minimize the chanw of operator error.

AISO,please refer to Section 11,H and I.
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FuPitive Emission and Accidental Releases
L-18-31 The EA states that there could be a “possible

minor impact from accidental releases” and
states that fugitive emissions will be mntrolled
by “maintaining all parts of the system under
vacuum during operation”. According to the
EPA Scienw Advisory Board:

fugitive emissions and accidental releases
“..may release as much or more toxic material
to the environment than direct emissions from
incomplete waste incineration. A potential
exista for environmental and human exposures
as chemicals are removed from storage
containers at the generator site, moved to
transportation vehicles, shipped to the
ina”nerator, and moved about within the
incineration facility”.

A joint EPA/OSHA study released last year
found widespread violations of both EPA and
OSHA standards. Among other things the
EPA noted
“. . . a significant number of waste feed cut-
offs and emergency by-paw openings. The
waste feed cut-off system is intended to stop
waste entering the incinerator mmbustion unit
when certain operating conditions are
exceeded. Emergency by-passes are intended
to prevent ground-level fugitive emissions and
possible explosions from excessive pressure in
the combustion unit. While both devims are
designed for safety purposes, the frequent use
of these devims at some facilities may indicate
a need to improve operating practic~”.
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L-18-31 The EA has faifed to come close to addressing The EA discusses a fuUrange of potential accidents
(continued) the full range of potential impacts from ranging from minor operational events (e.g., spills and

fugitive emissions and accidenti rcleaws. leaks) to major events (e.g., tornado, fire) in Section 4.6.
Furthermore, the EA discusses neither the Fugitive emissions would be controlled through design
CfFs waste feed cut-off nor emergency by- features delineated in the EA. Some examples of these
pass systems! features are the use of double mechanical pump seats

with a barrier fluid system (Section 4.5.1) and
maintaining the incineration system under vacuum
during operation (afso Section 4.5.1). These emissions
are not expected to have significant offsite impacts, and
are tightly controlled through periodic monitoring to
protect onsite employees. Section 4.6.1 of the EA
discusses the work heafth and safety requirement.

Waste feed cut-off systems would be used in the facility.
~esc systems stop the feeding of wastes into tie
incinerator during upset conditions, and w described in
the RCRA permit application and Section 5.2 of the EA.

The EA dms not discuss emergency by pass systems
because they would not be used on the CIF. Redundant
systems would be used to provide a high level of
reliability and safety, thereby eliminating the need for
such bypasses.
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L-18-32 Accdng to the ~, radiological exposures Negative pressure in the incinerator causes any air
are to be minimized by operating the exchange to le~ into the incinerator rather than out from
incinerator at negative p~ssure. Just how this it. Thus, any leakage is run through the air pollution
is to be accomplished is not s~ified and the
discussion leaves out the fact that, as stated

control system. Please refer to Response L- 18-31.

above, potential expsm exists at every stage
of the handling process.
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WPA F~
. .

L-18-33 The discussion of the soccial enclosures where
HEPA filters will be rr~edis incomplete. A
report evaluating the then proposed hazardous,
mixed and low level radioactive waste
incinerator at Rocky Flats raises concerns tbati

1) temperature excursions can cause the
HEPA filter system to fail, and
2) condensation of water and hydrocarbons
can foul the filter system.

Some discussion of possible real world
scenarios vis-a-vis the HEPA filtration system
is requti.

All CfF building air enclosure exhaust systems wiU be
connected to a HEPA filter system with redundant
capacity. Continuous pressure drop monitors on these
tilts will detect conditions requiring switching to spare
filter banks. Lessons learned form the Rocky Flats Plant
(RFP) ~PA filters me

.

●

Prevention of Temoera ~ Exctsrsions - The offgas
quench that cools the gases to 180 degrees Fahrenheit
is provided with 3 separate sources of water to ensure
adquate cooling: (a) normal circulating water, (b)
emergency process water, and (c) emergency fm
water. The emergency quench system is designed for
high reliability such that loss of quench water is not a
reasonably foreseeable event (has a probability of less
than 1 in 10,000). Tberefom, a temperature excursion
that could cause HEPA filter failure is not a
reasonably foreseeable event.

Prevenrion of Condensation - A reheater is located
upstream of the ~PA falters to increase the offgas
temperature above the dewpoint of the offgas vapors
to prevent condensation in the HEPA filter with
subsequent pluggage. me filter banks are also
insulated to minimize vapor condensation.
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WORKER EXPOSURE
L-18-34 The ~ states that “routine operations may

result in some limited radiological and
chemical exposures to workers”. This
statement speaks to the idealized, best-case
scenario portrayed throughout the EA.

Violations of OSHA standards discovered in
the joint EPA/OSHA study included those
pertaining to health and safety training,
mntingency plans, workplace surveillance and
monitoring, potential chemical exposure and
general health and safety. The report
mncluded, in part thak
“..EPA and OSHA are concerned with the
wide spread deficiencies in the area of worker
health and safety training, which could lead to
operational and exposure problems”.

AGRIWLTURAL I~ACf’S
L-18-35 The EA states that agriculture accounts for

21% of totsf land use in the area. Given this,
some meaningful discussion of the potential
for agricultural impacts wordd be valuable. A
recent literature search conducted by
Greenpeace found the following

1) chemicals emitted from incinerators
aamulate in crops and livestock, often in
greatly magnified concentrations,

CIF would be operated by qualified operators who have
received extensive training, including hazard
communication training and radiation worker training.
Also, please refer to Response L-17-05.

Considerations given to the food chain effects (comment
items 1 and 3) can be found in the response provided to
comment L-18-OS. In response to item 2 of this com-
ment, the EPA is developing procedures and requesting
reviews to consider environmental effects (plants and
animals) resulting from emissions from all categories of
waste mmbustion facilities, but this information is not
now available. Emissions from CIF would be limited
and atmospheric dispersion would reduce the
mncentration of emitted chemicals that could reach
crops and livestock. For these reasons, DOE considers
SnyPotenti.a] for CIF to affect productivity and health of
crops and Ilvestock to be speculative.
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L-18-35 3) foodstuffs are already the major exposure
(continued) route of the general population to heavy

metals, dioxins, furans and other synthetic
chemicals.

CUMULATI~ lMPA~S AND GE~RAL
CHRONIC EXPOSURES

L-18-36 The EA states that there will be “negligible
cumulative impacts” and that “no chronic
exposure hazaids would exist to onsite or
offsite populations,..”. This is supported, in
part by a supposed “worst-case” benzene spill.
First of all, a spill of any kind represents an
acute hazard and not a chronic one. The
chronic hazards associated with incinerators
are primarily via day-to-day operations. Aa
haa been pointed out throughout these
mmments, the potential daily risks associated
with the CIF have been seriously downplayed
where they haven’t been ignored altogether.

ResWe

Section 4.8 of the EA indicates that the cumulative
effects of the CIF would be negligible. This indication is
based on expected emissions from routine operations
(e.g., Section 4.5.1 of the EA) as well as abnormal
events such as the benzene spill mentioned in the
comment. Additionally, please refer to Section 11,F and
H, and Response L-18-07.
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L-18-37 me fact is, little is known about the Cumulative effects, chronic effects, PICS, metals,
cumulative effects of chronic exposure to low dispersion, and bioaccumulation are addressed
concentrations of toxic chemicals.
Furthermore,

respective y in Responses L-18-07, L-18-03, L-18-02, L-
18-23, L-18-27, and L-18-05; and Sections 11,F, G, and
H.

● only a fraction of incinerator PICS have been
identified,
● identification and measurement of metals
emissions are incomplete,
● few PICs and metals have been fully
evaluated for toxicity,
● little is fmown about the synergistic effects of
exposure to various combinations of toxic
chemicala, and
● no comprehensive study of the dispersal,
uptake and bioaccumulation of PICS and
metals has been done.

To discount chronic exposure is, therefore, not
scientifically supportable.
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THE FONS1IS PURE VALUE JUDGMENT
L-18-38 The EA makes repeated reference to

“acceptable risks”. These references tend to
ignore the very real and significant risks
already imposed upon the people in the
vicinity of SRS. “Acceptable” implies a
voluntary decision, one made after
participation in a meaningful process. The
DOE would be ill-advised to discuss
“aweptable risks” while offering neither
honest and complete information to inform
decisions nor a meaningful forum for public
debate.

The picture of incinerator performance, as
depicted in the ~ is an Alim in Wonderland
fairy tale that lacks credibility. The EA
probably underestimates the impacts of the
~F by a factor of at least 1?000, e.g. actual
DRE is closer to 99% than It is to 99.99%,
most emissions have been ignored,
bioawumulation and persistence are
overlooked, the significance of combustion
upsets and fugitive emissions are downplayed.

L-18-39 The EA offers little real data and the report is
littered with unsupported value judgments. A
one concerned about public health and the
enviroomeng I cart only hope that an EIS is
forthcoming and meaningful public debate is
allowed.

Rwonse

Please refer to Section I, Introduction, and Section II, A
and G and response L-18-05.

Analyses of potential environmental impacts of the CIF
are presented in the ~. The resrdts of these analyses
are also provided in the EA (e.g. Tables 2-1,2-2,4-1,4-
2, and 4-03) and its references. Please refer to Section I
and 11,A.
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L-19 STA~MENT OF THE LEAGUE OF
WO~N VOTERS OF THE AUGUSTA
AREA
Jeanette Cummings, President
P.o. Box 3373
Augusta, GA 30914-3373

The Natural Resources Committee of the
League of Women Voters Augusta Area
(LWVAA) has been looking into the matter of
solid waste management. Nuclear and
hazardous wastes are included in those
materials being studied. The Savannah River
Site is among local and nearby facilities
included in our efforts.

The purpose of the LWVAA is to promote
political responsibility through informed
participation of citizens in government and to
act on selected issues. The local chapter is an
integral part of the League of Women Voters
of the United States (LWVUS) and the League
of Women Voters of Georgia (LWVGA).

League members chwse for study a pertinent
issue, raise questions about it, research it and
come to @nsensus on auraea of action the
group might take regarding it.

Plans for a Gnaolidatcd Incineration Facility
are of importanm to LWVAA. The Natural
Reaourcea Committee in its study of waste
management has paid attention to data about
its development.
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Information reviewed included fact sheets
disseminated by the Savannah River Site;
Environmental Assessment, CIF SRS, by DOE
and OERWM, data from the Energy
Foundation (Columbia, S.C.~ “Comments on
the Environmental &sament” by
Greenpeace; and other data. A representative
of the committee attended public hearings on
CIF. The group looked at LWVUS position
statements on environmental matters Some of
these are pertinent to the subject.

They are the following:

Under the League’s Waste Management
position the organization supports policies to
reduw the generation and promote the reuse
and recycling of solid and hazardous waste~
supporta the establishment nf processes for
effective involvement of state and local
govermnenta and citizens in siting proposals
for treatment, storage, disposal and
transportation of radioactive wastes supporta
full environmental review of treatment,
storage and disposal facilities for radioactive
waateq supporta safe transportation, storage
and disposal of radioactive waste$ supports
management of civilian and military high- and
low-level radioactive wastes to protect public
health, and air, water and land resources.
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Afso Public Participation in policy making is
supported. The appropriate level of
government should publicize, in an extensive
and timely manner and in readily available
sources, information about pollution levels,
pollution-abatement programs, and resource
management, policies and options. Hearings
should he held for public comment and citizen
participation in decision making.

L-19-01 The committee discussed the materials and
reached consensus that we oppose construction
of CIF until further environmental study is
undertaken and an Environmental Impact
Statement prepared.

Our reasoning considered several factors.
Prominent in these are the following

1. Disagreement between scientists about the Please refer to Section 11,A for discussion of the
adequacy and completeness of the adequacy and completeness of the EA in satisfying the
Environmental AasessmenL NEPA process. Regarding disagreement among

scientists, the technical basis for the EA has been subject
to review via the permitting process and amepted by the
regulatory agencies as noted below in L-19-02.
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L-19-02 2. ~lentific knowledge at this time seems The calculations of estimated generation, control, and
insufficient accurately to predict pollution stack emission of pollutants from the CIF are presented
emission level of the proposed facility; in the RCRA and Clean Air Act permit applications.

These calculations have been reviewed and approved by
tbe EPA and SCDHEC. The methods of calculations
used in the applications are standard techniques available
in tbe scientific literature. Generally, these techniques
were derived and are periodically refined using various
combinations of emission and operating data collected
from actual fuel and waste combustion facilities,
laboratory studies and equipment testing, and
combustion theory. Consequently, these techniques are
expected to yield a good estimate of expected emissions.
Also, please refer to Response L-18-29 and Section
H, H.
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L-19-03 3. Health research, recently begun,
undoubtedly will add to the data based upon
which predictions can be mad%

L-19-04

L-19-05

4. Ars EIS will allow for further citizen input.

5. Hazardous and nuclear waste disposal
matters will be with us for a long time;
enough, perhaps, for scientists to discover
ways to recycle or reuse some of the materials
now headed for incineration and for due
consideration to the many intertwining factors
to be looked at further before plans for CIF are
finalized.

While it is recognized that continued health research
may eventually lead to further understanding of health
effects from various exposures, the risk-based emission
limits imposed on the CIF contain conservative EPA
exposure assumptions that account for areas of
un-wrtainty. At~o, please refer to Response 18-03 and
Section 11,F.

Please refer to Section I, and 11,A.

Waste minimization is discussed in Section 1.2 of the
EA. RCRA has mandated the treatment of hazardous
and mixed wastes. Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR)
impose stringent restrictions on the treatment, storage,
and disposal of thew wastes. DOE, SCDHEC, and EPA
have signed an agreement, the Federal Facilities
Compliars- AgreemenL which commits SRS to
construction and operation of several proposed facilities
for treatment of hazardous and mixed wastes.

There are currently hazardous and mixed waste stored at
SRS. In order to bring the site into compliance with
federal and state environmental regulations, SRS must
treat and dispose of ita hazardous and mixed wastes.
Incineration will render these wastes less hazardous to
public health and the environment while reducing the
volume of wastes requiring permitted disposal.
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L-20 STATEMENT OF THE LEAGUE OF
WOMEN VOTERS OF NORTHERN
BEAUFORT COUNTY (LWVNBC)
Dr. he G. Tsagos

On the proposed establishment of a
Consolidated Incineration Facility (CIF) at the
Savannah River site (SRS) Aiken, SC

The problem of waste treatment and removal
at SRS has long been of great concern to
individuals as well as to a number of
organizations including the LWVNBC.

I am glad that a definite proposal is now being
made by the Department of Energy (DOE) by
one means of treatment, incineration, for low
level radioactive, mixed, and hazardous wastes
and for storage of the much lower volume of
ash or other residue remaining. This is to be
stored onsite until such time as a permanent
federal burial facility can be established.

After having carefully conside~d the
proposals and analyses in the DOE
Environmental -ssment (EA), I wish to
make the following observations.

L20-01 1. On the matter of alternative proposals for Comments noted.
waste management, I have mme to the
mnclusion that CfF seems to be overall the
most effective method for the designated
waste treatment. Acmrding to the EA, in the
long mn it will be the least costly, with the
exception, of course, of taking no action.

3-63



t

L-20-02 2. On the matter of the siting of the CIF and its Comments noted.
environmental impact, 1have questions as to
whether we are not being presented with too
sanguine a conclusion on the CIF
environmental impact. ‘flris is an area in
which the federal as well as the state
environmental legislation must be stringently
applied, such laws as the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA), the legally established
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and
for the atste the South Carolina Department of
Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC)
and many other applicable laws and agencies.

L-20-03 3. On the matter as to whose wastea wiII be
processed at the CIF several people in
Beaufort have talked to me about this. ~ey
fear that the ~F maybe used not only to
process the onsite designated waste at SRS but
also wastes brought to SRS from elsewhere.
However, in the time schedule Iaid out for
waste procexing by the use of CIF, and given
the many waste sites at SRS and the year]y
generation of one million tons of mixed and Comments noted. As a corrective note, tbe EA cite
hmrdous waatw (EA p. l-l) it seems tome (page l-l) indicates one million pounds, not tons, per
that in the 30 year period during which the CIF year. Also please refer to Section II, c.
ia supposed to be in operation that it could not
handle any more wsstea than are, and some
will continue to be generated, onsite at SRS.
Mine is a lay persons reasoning, the question
should be researched by people in the
applicable sciences. Bringing in outside waste
to the SRS for processing and storage is a very
serious matter and I, and I know many others,
would be opposed to it.
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Sections in the ~ which commits the DOE to
a time xhedule for CIF

1. P. 4-1, sec. 4.2 The projection for the
construction of the CIF is that building will
begin in 1992and will be completed in 1994.
Itwill start to operate in 1995.

2. P. 4-13, sec. 7.3 under Decontamination
and Decommissioning. It is projected that the
CIF would continue to operate until the year
2025 in order to treat all the designated waste
at SRS. men the CIF will be decontaminated
and decommissioned.

‘llte question as to whether an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) is required for the CIF
is handled on p. 5-1, sec 5.1. Here it is stated
that the EA has been prepared amrding to
NEPA regulations and that “NEPA requires
the assessment of environmental consequenws
of all major Federal actions that may affect the
quality of the human environment. This EA
has been written to determine whether the
environmental effects of constructing the
operating the CIF would be significant.”

If it ia determined by NEPA standards that the
use of the CIF in waste treatment will bring
about serious environmental conwquenccs,
then an EIS would be prepared. If it is
determined that no significant environmental
mnsequencea would tirrr, then the DOE will
issue a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) and assure that no EIS is newssary.

se
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L-20-04 In view of the material in the EA that I have Comment noted.
brought forward in this presentation, I believe,
that all of the things being equal, the EA will
be sufficient for the DOE to proceed in the
construction of the CIF under the guidance of
Federal and State environmental laws.

We, who have bemme concerned, will
mntinue our interest in what is occurring at
the SRS. We will monitor the building of the
CIF and its waste processing. We may even
become acerbic at times.

It is heartening to know that something i. iii be
done about wastes at the SRS. It maybe also
that by the time of the CIF startup, tbe
problems facing the Defense Waste Processing
Facility (DWPF) will have been resolved and
that the high level nuclear wastes will at last
be glaasified completing the waste
management program that we have all wanted
at the SRS for such a long time.
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0. C~nt Re~onse

L-21 STATEMENT OF THE LEAGUE OF
WOMEN VO~RS OF SOUTH CAROLINA
Mary T. Kelly, PHD
1314 Lincoln Street, Suite 212
Columbia, SC 29201

L-21-01 This is a request that an Environmental Impact Please refer to Section II, A.
Statement be prepared for the proposed
Consolidated [incineratorFacility. We
consider that Urismajor hazardous waste
incinerator which in time could receive waste
from throughout the DOE system needs
extremely careful scrutiny because of its
potential impact on public health and the
environment.

L-21-02 We also request that the mmment period on The review period was extended an additional month.
the EA be extended for at least an additional Please also refer to Section 1, Introduction.
month. Summer schedules make it difficult
for many of us to either participate in the
informational meetings or to mmment within
the current time frame of thirty days.
Additional time would facilitate
communication with our interested members.

I would appreciate a copy of the EA and any
other pertinent documents.

~ank you for your consideration of these
requests.
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L-22 STATEMENT OF THE LEAGUE OF
WOMEN VOTERS OF SOUTH CAROLINA
Mary T. Kelly, PHD
1314 Lincoln Street, Suite 212
Columbia, SC 29201

Tire League of Women Voters appreciates the
extension of the comment period on the
Consolidated Incineration Facility proposed
for the Savannah River Site and for the
opportunity to submit these comments.

We strongly disagree with the conclusion that
the building of this facility ‘does not constitute
a major Federal action that would significant y
affecttie quality of the human environment
within the meaning of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969”and with
the further conclusion that it is appropriate for
DOE to issue a finding of no significant
fiPact (FONS1) at this time.

L-22-01 We request that an EIS be prepared based on Please refer to Section 11,A.
the most currently accurate information
includlng revised eatiroates for waste
production baaed on the new realities of a

L-22-02 greatly downsized nuclear weapons program Please refer to Section 11,B.
brought about by changes in the worId
situation. Technology changes which are
rapidly occurring in response to demands for

L-22-03 reduction in the production of hazardous waste Please refer to Section 11,D
and toxic emissions also need to be taken into
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L-22-04 account. One such change cited by Energy
Research Foundation in their comments to
you, based on a General Accounting Office
report, could obviate the need for incineration
of benzene through eliminating the use of
large quantities of this carcinogenic chemical
in the DWPF process. This change in
procedure would be in keeping with changes
taking place throughout industry to eliminate
or minimize waste production and to
drastically curtail the production of VOC’S.

DOE has not proposed to replace the process that
generates benzene with an ion exchange prowss.
Benzene wastes will be generated in the DWPF process
and will require treatment as a mixed waste. The BDAT
for this waste is incineration and the CIF would provide
this capability.

L-22-05 One question whether the fact that EPA
qnsiders incineration to be the Best Available
T&hnology for the disposal of many wastes
means that it is the best and safest way to
dispose of waste or whether it is a pragmatic
choiw of the cheapest practical way to get rid
of the largest amount of hazardous waste in
the shortest possible time. We are sure you
understand that South Carolinians are not

L-22-06 inexperienced on the subject of incineration.
As a atate with two major gmmercial
hazardous waste incinerators we are leery of
adding this federal facility. We know that
irrcirreratorado not operate perfectly 100% of
the time. We are mnvinwd that the results are
not in about their health effects.

L-22-07 We question basing everything on one test
bum limited to a small group of chemicals, a
test which provides a one time profile of
emissions. We think that we should be
provided much more information about
possible emissions, their health effects, and
greater detail about measures that will be taken
to minimize such emissions.

Please refer to Section IL E.

Please refer to Section 11,F.

Please refer to Sections 11,F, G, and H.
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L-22-08 Will you have continuous monitoring and if so Please refer to Section 11,1.
for what emissions which ones will not be
monitored? Such details would come out in an
EIS.
Last but not least, we are leery of what longer
term use will be made of the CIF.

L-22-09 What about transportation problems in
bringing in waste from out of state facilities?
What will be the nature of these wastes?
The questions are many and should be
explored in an EIS with ample opportunity for
the public to consider the information and to
participate in the decision making process.

We are well aware of the backfog of waste at
SRS and at other federal facilities in need of
treatment and disposal. It needs to be dealt
with. But we also want well considered least
cost decisions with minimal impact on the
citizens of South Carolina arrived at through
an open process with all the facts on the table.

Please refer to Section 11.C.

Thank you for your consideration of these
comments.
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L-23 JOINT STATEME~ OF THE NATURAL
RESOURC~ DEFENSE COUNCIL AND
THE ENERGY RESEARCH FOUNDATION
James D. Werner
Natural Resorrrws Defense Council
1350 New York Avenue, NW, #300
Washington, DC 20005

Brian Cosmer
Energy Research Foundation
537 Harden Street
Columbia, SC 29205

A. SUMMARY

L-23-01 We have reviewed the propo=d Finding of No Please refer to Section 11,A.
Significant Impact (FONS1) and
Environmental %essment (EA) for the
Consolidated Incineration Facifity (CIF), as
well as related documents. Based on this
review, we ,mrrclrsdethat mrrstrrrction and
operation of the proposed CIF arrstitutes a
“major federal action aignificantly affecting
the quality of the human environment” as
defined by the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969(NEPA). Further, we conclude
that the EA is inadequate as a basis for the
proposed FONSL

Prior to a decision to mnstmct the CIF, the
Department of Energy (DOE) should prepare
and circulate for public comment an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
following reasons:
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L-23-05

L-23-06

L-23-07

L-23-02 “ Operation of the CIF could significantly
affect public health and the environment, and
generate ~ntroversy;

L-23-03 - DOE’s own NEPA regulations normally
require an EIS for an incinerator, unless
“extraordinary circumstances” exist. The EA
documents no “extraordinary circumstances”;
and

L-23-04 ● me CIF is similar in scope to another
incinerator built in Oak Ridge for which an
EIS was prepared.

Moreover, the EA is inadequate as a basis for
the proposed FONSI for the following reasons:

● The EA fakes a piemmeal approach -
constituting illegal segmentation - because it
fails to consider the potential for incineration
of waste generated off-site from the SRS and
is not integrated into DOE’s national waste
management plans

“The EA ia based on outdated technical
information. In particular the EA ignores SRS
mission changes that will have a significant
affect on the projected CIF waste feed; and

● The EA fails to adequately evaluate several
reasonable alternative.

Please refer to Section 11,F and the Response to
L-23-11.

Please refer to Section 11,A.

Please refer to Section 11,A.

Please refer to Section 11,B and C and also the Response
to L-23-21.

Please refer to Section II, B and C.

PIease refer to Section 11,E.
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L-23-08 Finally, we are concerned that DOE has
prejudged the NEPA decision and has made
financial obligations toward the construction
of the proposed CIF before completing the
NEPA process. Specifically, 80 percent of the
equipment for the CIF has already been
ordered, and some equipment has beeo
delivered, suggesting that DOE has already
decided to build and operate the proposed CIF.

For the reasons summarized above, adoption
of the proposed FONS1would be contrary to
law. NRDC and ERF urge DOE to proceed
immediately to prepare, circulate for comment
and mosider in its decision making a legally
suftieient EIS. Compliance with NEPA,
however, is not our only goaL Neither are we
irrevocabley opposed to incineration of waste.
Rather, we seek to improve DOE’s decision
making process and to improve the final
decision to ensure that waste management
facilities are as safe and ccrst-effective as
possible.

L-23-09 At a minimum, DOE should publish a revised
and updated EA to provide sufficient
information to determine the need for and
environmental impacts of the CIF and the need
for an EIS.

R-se

Between 80 and 90 percent of the incinerator engineered
equipment has been purchased at a cost of approximately
$10.9 million out of a total project cost in excess of $100
million. The early procurement of this equipment was
initiated to enhance DOES ability to expedite planned
construction and does not, of itself, commit DOE to the
construction of the CIF. The equipment could be used at
another DOE site, or even be sold. For these reasons, the
procurement does not prejudge the NEPA process.

Please refer to Section II, A.

If DOE re-proposes a FONSI baaed on this
new review then it must explain the
“extraordinary circumstances” that qualify the
CIF for an exemption from DOE’s normal
NEPA requirements.
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L-23-1O

B.THNE ATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL
~ IMPLEMENTING

ULES MANDATE THE PREPARATION
OF A LEGALLY SUFFICIENT EIS

NEPA governs DOE’s activities, and mandates
that the agency prepare, circulate for comment
and consider in its decision-making a legally
adequate EIS in connection with the proposed
mnstmction and operation of the Consolidated
IncinerationFacility. Specifically, NEPA
provides that DOE must prepare an EIS
whenever it embarks on “major Federal
actions significantly affecting the quality of
the human environment.”

1. NEPA Regulations Require DOE to Prepare
an EIS

In implementing this wngressional mandate,
the President’s Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) has promulgated regulations
that explain the requirements for a legally
adequate ~ and the circumstances in which
an EIS must be prepared. Th=e regulations
have beerr adopted by DOE. Specifically, the
CEQ explains that an W

(a) [1s]a mrrciae public document for which a
Federal agency is responsible that serves to:
(1) Briefly provide suficient evidenm and
analysis for determining whether to prepare an
EIS or FONSI.

(2) Aid an agency’s mmpliance with NEPA
when no environmental impact statement is
necessary.

se

Please refer to Section 11,A.
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(3) Facilitate preparation of an EIS when one
is necessary.

b) Shall include brief diaeussions of the need
for the proposal, of alternatives as required by
NEPA, section 102(2)(E), of the
environmental impacts of the proposed action
and alternatives, and a listing of agencies and
persons consulted.

.
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L-23- 11 me CEO regulations emphasize that a “major
federal action” includes “new and continuing
activities” and the “approval of specific
projects..”. Moreover, theregrdations also
classify as “significant” projects that are
controversial, that affect public health, safety
and the natural environment, and that pose
unknown or unique risks on the human
environment. The CEQ also emphasizes that
“significant cannot be avoided by terming an
action temporary or by breaking it down into
small component parts”.

Res_

“Significance”, as used in the NEPA context, ?efers in p~rt
to the severity of a pro~sa!’s impact, and includes the
“degree to which the effec!s on the quali[y of the huma[,
environment are Iikely to be highiy controversial .“ 40 CFR

1508.27 (b) (4). EPA has designated incineration as the
RCRA specified treatment for many of SRS’Swaste
streams, as well as the BDAT for many others. Cognizant
regulators have issued permits 10DOE that set operating
conditions designed to protect public health during the
CIFS construction and operarion. DOE believes that the
state and federal authorities would not have issued the
requisite permits to DQE if a substantial controversy
existed about the effects of incineration.

DOE has weighed the relative merits of the information
generally available in the scientific community about the
effects of incineration, and has relied on the reasonable
opinions of its own qualified experts in siting and designing
the CIF. While there may exist some conflicting views on
the effects of incineration, DOE bas relied on views
generally accepted by the scientific and regulatory
communities regarding the effects of incineration. DOE
believes that the effects of incineration as applied in tbe
context of the CIF are not highly controversial, and, in fact,
would be insignificant.

DOE is evaluating, as part of the EM PEIS, alternative
waste management mnfigurations by waste category. The
PEIS evaluation of these alternative waste management
configurations is intended to provide input to decisions on
whether to and where to locate selected DOE waste
management facilities. Incineration is one of a number of
available technologies that will be evaluated in the PEIS as
a waste management alternative for certain types of waste.
DOE, however, has made no decision, as asserted by the
commenter, for “widespread use of incineration to ‘treat’
radioactive waste.” Moreover, the sizing of the CIF is
justified using only known and expected SRS waste
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streams, and the CIF is independently justified as a method
of waste management at the SRS, regardless of what
decision is made regarding use of incineration on a DOE
complex-wide basis. Accordingly, DOE has complied with
NEPA’s requirements regarding the consideration of the
impacts of incineration in the context of the CIF.

Afthough the FONSI fails to analyze these
points, the major question is not whether the
CIF is a “major federal action”, but whether it
may have a “significant impact on the human
environment”. We believe that constmction of
the CIF muld have “significant” impacts for
two reasons.

First; the CIF may have “significant” impacts
on public health, safety and the natural
environment, and may pose urdmown or
unique risfrs on the human environment. We
are particularly concerned about the
potentially significant impacts of the CIF in
light of DOE’s plans for widespread use of
incineration to “treat” radioactive waste. DOE
hopes to reduce the volume of contaminated
materials by burning them in a large number
of existing and proposed incinerators.
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L-23-12 Incineration of mixed waste may control the
radioactive portion of the waste, or the
hazardous constituents, but controlling both
could be difficult. For example, incineration of
radioactivity-contaminated clothing, rags and
industrial wipera must be performed at low or
intermediate temperatures (less than 2,000
degrees F) to avoid vaporization of the
radionuclides, which would render them
essentially invisible to HEPA filters.
However, incineration at temperatures low
enough to avoid vaporization of radionuclides
is inadequate to destroy hazardous chemicals
such as refractory halogenated organics (e.g.,
trichloroethylene). In fact, at such low
temperatures, incineration muld result in the
generation of products of inmmplete
combustion (e.g., dioxin), which are more
dangerous than the original corrlaminant.
Moreover, incinerating mixed wastes could
disperze hazardous constituents to the
environment more rapidly and in a more
dangerous form (e.g., respirable) than might
otherwise be the case.

L-23-13 Because of the unique technical challenge
posed by incineration of mixed waste, DOE
should describe, in sufficient technical detail
to permit peer review in an EIS process, the
control technologies intended for the CIF.

The CIF would utilize equipment and operating practices
that would effective control both the hazardous and
radioactive components of mixed waste. Combustion
temperatures would be maintained within limits
demonstrated during the trial bum to produce efficient
destruction of organic waste components. The restdting
combustion gases would be quickly cooled in thu quench
vessel (please see Figure 2-3 of the EA) to minimize the
formation of products of incomplete combustion. Non-
combustible metals and radionuclides that would be
vaporized due to exposure to the high combustion
temperatures would be recondensed by the quench into a
particulate form. ‘flrese particrdates along with other ash
particulate would be removed from the stack gas by the
free-jet scrubber and the HEPA filters, which would be
specifically designed for this purpose.

The CIF is described in technical detail in the RCRA
Part B and NESHAP Permits to allow technical reviews
to be performed by cognizant regulators and the pub]ic.
Atso please see Section I.
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L-23-14 Instead of a forthright analysis of potential
public health impacts of the CIF and
alternative technologies, the EA simply states
that the CIF would reduce risk because it
“would eliminate a potential source of ground
water contamination at SRS by incinerating
this waste prior to its land disposal at SRS.”
This simplistic assertion ignores the relative
health impacts resulting from different routes
of exposure. Although the total volume of air
emissions may be smaller from incineration
than the volume of groundwater contamination
from land disposal, the health impacts from
the air emissions may nonetheless be more
significant because of the inherently greater
physiological vulnerability of humans from
inhalation compared to oral ingestion. The
lack of technically adequate data and analysis
in the EA violates the NEPA requirement that
“agencies shall insure the professional
integrity, including scientific integrity, of the
discussions and analyses in EISS”.

The RCRA Land Disposal Restriction (LDR) regulations
were established to protect groundwater resources while
allowing the land disposal of hazardous and mixed
wastes. The CIF would, as required by the LDR
regulations, process certain SRS hazardous and mixed
wastes into a form which have been determined by EPA
to be a safe land disposal method and protective of
groundwater. A summary of SRS’Sapproach for
assessing potential public health risks from operation of
CIF is provided in Section II, F. Section 11,E provides a
summary of alternative technologies that were
mnsidered. SRS used EPA’s proposed roles for
hazardous waste incinerators (FR17862, Vol. 55) to
establish incinerator limits. These risk-based limits
include provisions for different routes of exposure,
including inhalation, oral, and dermal exposures. EPA’s
risk assessment process b incorporate the greater
physiological vulnerability from inhalation versus oral
ingestion. For example, noncarcinogenic reference doses
and carcinogenic slope factors are developed using both
oral and inhalation studies, when available. Route-to-
route extrapolations inmrporate appropriate conversion
factors when developing inhalation toxicitv values from
oral studies. Additiottal~nfomration on the EPA
mnaervative assumptions included in EPA’s risk-based
approach are described in Response L-18-03.
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L-23-15 A second basis for establishing that the CIF Regarding the comment on “significant” impacts, please
may have “significant” impacts is that it is see Response L-23- 11. Regarding the comment on
controversial. Incinerators are traditionally public participation, please see Section L
very controversial proposals and have
typically engendered massive public
opposition, and the eontrovemy shows no
signs of abating. Few incinerators have been
sited becaum of this widespread opposition,
based on concerns about the potential health
impact of incinerating hazardous waste. Most
recently, in December 1991and in the Summer
of 1992, a group of citizens staged
demonstrations and undertook civil
disobedience, including a takeover of the Ohio
EPA offices and a hunger strike at the
headquarters of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency in Washington, DC,
because of conmrns about a hazardous waste
incinerator in East Liverpool, Ohio. Afso, the
-an incinerator program was canceled in the
1980s largely as a result of overwhelming
public opposition. It is unlikely that a mixed
hazardous and radioactive waste incinerator
will be less mntroversial. Although the CIF
has clearly not generated as much public
conmm as these other facilities, DOE may be
courting controversy if it fails to address the
need for enhsnmd public participation and
more thorough technical analysis afforded by
an EIS process.

Neither NRDC nor ERF are opposed to
incineration, pr se. But we are mnmmed that
DOE’s waste management plans will not
succeed in providing safe treatment and
disposal facilities if it fails to provide adequate
tecfmid review and meaningful public
participation through the EIS process.
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L-23-16

t RWonse

2. DOE’s Own NEPA Guidelines Clearly
Require the Preparation of an EIS.
DOE has promulgated its own guidelines for
implementing NEPA, which apply to any

actions by “organizational elements of
DOE...affecting the quality of the environment
of the United States”. These guidelines
provide lists of proposed activities that (1)
nomrally require an EIS, (2) normally require
an EA but not an EIS, and (3) normally require
neither an EA nor an EIS. Accxrrdingto these
guidelines “Sitittg/mnstmctiorr/operation of Please refer to Section 11,A.
incinerators other than research and
development, and other than nonhazardous
solid waste” is among the “C3assesof Actions
that Normally Require EISS”. Further, DOES
rules indicate that, If a DOE proposal is
encompassed within a class of actions listed in
the appendim to this Subpart D, DOE shall
proceed with the level of NEPA review
indicated for that class of actions, unless there
are extraordinary circumstanms related to the
specific proposal that may affect the
significant of the environmental effects of
the proposal

Please refer to Section 11,A.L-23-17 DOE has failed to identify in the ~ any
“extraordinary circumstances” related to
Consolidated Incinerator Facility siting,
cortstmction and operation, and none are
apparent. TherefOm, compliance with DOE’S
own guidelines requires preparation of an EIS.

L-23-18 3. WE Previously Prepared art EIS for a
Simdar Incinerator in Tennessee

Please refer to Section 11,A.
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Currently, DOE has only one mixed waste
incinerator in operation (Oak Ridge K-1435
TSCA incinerator at DOE’s K-25 site in
Tenneswe), and DOE prepared an EIS for this
facility. The CIF is the only incinerator now
planned for construction by DOE that is of
comparable size (2/3’s capacity) to the Oak
Ridge incinerator. llre other planned
incinerators would provide only 6-28 percent
of the capacity planned for the CIF.

mere appear to be no reasons why a large Please see Section II, A.
mixed waste incinerator in Tennessee
constitutes a “major federal action
significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment” warranting an EIS, but a similar
incinerator in South Carolina does not.

L-23-19

C. DOE’s NEPA PRO-S HAS BEEN
SUBVERTED BY PURCHASING
EOUfPMENT BEFORE COMPLETING ITS
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW.

Shortly after taking offiw, Energy Secretary
Watkins stated that the Department would
implement “the letter and spirit of NEPA”. In
the case of the CIF decision, DOE has done
neither. While publicly claiming to be
“Meeting Environmental Obligations”,
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L-23-20 DOE has quietly been buying and storing
capital equipment for the incinerator -80
percent of the CIF equipment and materials
have already been ordered, according to a
DOE official. In addition, according to a
Bechtel Savannah River Corporation
Interoffice Memorandum DOE purchased and
received significant amounts of CIF equipment
prior to the signing of the Finding of No
Significant Impact on June 24,1992. Far from
considering alternatives, DOE appears to have
already made ita decision, and is merely going
through the motions of a NEPA process.

Unfortunately, this obligation of public funds
for CIF equipment purchases before
completing the environmental review has not
been readily visible to the public or Congress.
DOE’s Budget Requesta submitted to Congress
for FY 1991,1992,and 1993 have failed to
reveal any “construction” purchases for the
CfF. The CIF has not been identified as a
“constmction” project for which a
Construction Project Data Sheet is compiled.
me only information on the CIF in the Budget
Request is a brief mention as part of the
description of the treatment activities under
the Waste Management program of the office
of Environmental Restoration and Waste
Management. In each of the three budget
years (FY 1991,1992, and 1993), the budget
request indicates that funding is to be used for
“providing technical support, seleetion of test
equipment...manpower for permitting ....

Please refer to Response L-23-08. Please note that the
FONSI was not signed on July 1, 1992. Rather, a
proposed FONSI was issued on July 1, 1992, for public
comment.

In regards to the budgetary comment, the CIF has been
included in the Construction Project Data Sheet for Line
Item 83-D-148. Budget requests for FY 1991, 1992, and
1993 have included CIF in this line item.

No indication is given that funds have been
used for the purchase of equipment for CIF
constmction.
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L-23-21

The CEQS regulations for implementing
NEPA impose the following limitations on an
agency’s decisions during the NEPA process:

While work on a required program
environmental impact statement is in progress
and the action is not covered by an existing
program statement, agencies shall not
undertake in the interim any major Federal
action covered by the program which may
significantly affect the quality of the human
environment unless such action:
(1)1sjustified independently of the program;
(2)1s in itself accompanied by an adequate
environmental impact statemenu and
(3)Wilt not prejudice the ultimate decision on
the program. Interim action prejudices the
ultimate decision on the program when it tends
to determine subsequent development or limit
alternatives.

CEQ’Sregulation coflceming permissible interim
actions, 40 CFR 1506.1 (c), applies by its terms only to
major federal actions which may significantly affect the
quality of the human environment. The analysis
contained in this EA demonstrates that the proposed
CIF does not constitute such an action. However, even
if the considerations embodied in CEQ’Sregulations
were applied in this case, the proposed Cl F would be
permissible under NEPA.

First, the proposed CIF is independently justified
because it is needed for the treatment of waste
generated at the SRS. ~is need is based upon both the
improvement in conditions that would occur by virtue
of the reduction in volume and toxicity of waste and its
stabilization as a result of the CIF process, and also the
regulatory impetus to treat existing and projected waste
streams. Further, the sizing of the CIF is justified using
only known and expected SRS waste streams.

Second, this EA provides an appropriate level of
environmental review under NEPA for the proposed
action. Accordingly, an EIS is not required.

Third, it is not clear that there would be excess capacity
at the CIF to accommodateoffsite wastes, even if the
CIFS RCRA permit were modified to acmmodate such
wastes. Thus, DOE does not believe that the proposed
CIF would prejudice programmatic waste management

decisions concerning whether to and whereto locate
selected DOE waste management facilities, as
considered in the EM PEIS that is currently under
preparation.
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The DOE has failed to satisfy these three
requirements. No EIS for the CIF has,been
prepared.

L-23-22

L-23-23

Also, siting, mnstmction and operation of the
CIF could significantly prejurfiw the
configuration of DOES waste management
facilities - it would constitute more than 25
percent of the Department’s existing and
planned mixed waste incineration capacity.

In ita proposed FONSI, DOE indicates that it
“will consider comments received in making a
final determination on whether to issue a
FONS1 or to prepare an EIS for the proposed
CIF”. In light of these revelations of the
significant commitments of resources already
made by DOE this pledge to “consider
comments” does not seem valid.

The decision to build and operate the CIF
without an EIS appears to be prmrdained.

D. DOE’s ENVfRONMENTM
ASS~SMENT FAfLS TO SUPPORT A
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFfCANT IMPA~

L-23-24 The u standing alone, is legally insufficient
insofar as it fails to “provide sufficient
evidence and analysis for determining whether
to prepare an EIS or FONSI” and fails to
analyze adequately “the environmental
impacts of the proposed action” as required by
law.

Please refer to Section II, B and C and also to the
Response to L-23-21.

Please refer to Section II, A.

Please refer to Section 11,A.
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A~rding to the CEQS NEPA regulations, the
purpose of an environmental assessment is to
help determine ‘whether to prepare an
environmental impact statement or a finding of
no significant impact”. Even if we assume that
a prima facie caw for the preparation of an
EIS does not exist, the EA prepared by DOE
nonetheless fails to provide a sufficient basis
for a “Finding of No Significant Impact”
(FONS1).

L-23-25

L-23-26

1. The EA’s Determination of Non-
signific.snce is Based, in Part, on Illegal
Segmentation.

An EIS is required by NEPA for any major
federal action “significantly affecting the
quality of the human environment”. In making
a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI),
DOE has improperly avoided the full
significance of the proposed action, “by
breaking it down into small mmponent parts”.

Please refer to Section 11,B and C.

A number of related issues should have been Please refer to Section 11,B and C.
included in the analysis - most fundamental is
the almost certainty that if the CIF is built, it
will rmive off-site wastes. Aa a result, DOE
has ignored potential environmental impacts
from transportation of off-site wastes and the
impacts of burning these wastes in the CIF.

a. Incineration of Off-Site Waste at the CIF is
More Likely ~an Not if the CIF is Built.

DOE has failed to acknowledge in its EA and
FONSI the potential for burning offsite waste
in the CIF.
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Instead, the EA indicates that “the CIF would
incinerate SRS hazardous, mixed, and low-
Ievel radioactive waste”. A more widely
distributed SRS public relations brochure
indicates that “the CIF has been designed and
permitted to treat only SRS-generated waste”.
Further, DOE’s application to the South
Carolina Department of Health and
Environmental Control for a RCRA Part B
permit states that only wastes generated at the
SRS will be stored and incinerated at the CIF

Despite these repeated assurances, other DOE
practiws and documents indicate that it is
more likely than not that off-site wastes will
be incinerated at the CIF if it is constmcted.
We are concerned that DOE may acknowledge
its intention to bum off-site waste at the CIF
only after the facility is constructed. Our
concern is not based merely on speculation but
on three pieces of evidence.

L23-27 First, DOE historically ahips low-level SRS has received low level radioactive waste from
radioactive waste (LLW) from the Pinellss site Pinellas site in Florida for disposal. If low level
in Florida to SRS for burial. It would be radioactive waste is shipped to SRS for disposal in the
in~nsistent for LLW from Piriellss to be future, it would continue to be dispowd of by burial and
buried directly at SRS while waste generated would not be incinerated in the CIF. The CIF is not
at SRS is incinerated and grouted prior to
burial. DOE’s EA and FONSI have failed to

permitted to incinerate offsite wastes under the RCRA
Part B permit. Also please refer to Section II, B.

mention this ongoing practim and explain how
the inconsistency would be remnciled.

.
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L-23-28 Second, DOE’sdraft Implementation Plan for The draft Implementation Plan for the EM PEIS does
the EM-PEIS describes the current program allow for consideration of shipment of low level waste
and possible alternatives for the management and low level mixed waste to SRS. However, these
of DOE’s LLW and bw-Level Mixed Waste offsite wastes could not be incinerated in the CIF as
(LLMW). In both cases, continuation of the delineated by the current RCRA Part B ?emit. Please
current program entails shipping waste from refer to Section 11,C and Response L-23-27.
relatively small DOE facilities to six DOE
sites -- one of which is SRS -- for treatment
and/or disposal.

L-23-29 Moreover, the only alternatives under Please refer to Section 11,B.
consideration entail consolidating LLW and
LLMW treatment and disposal operations at
fewer than six sit= -- possibly at as few as two
sites. DOE is obliged to incorporate this new
information into the NEPA analysis for the
propoSed CIF. At a minimum, the CIF EA
should have referenced the EM-PEIS proccsa,
projected potential impacts from adoption of
the alternatives, and explained how DOE
intends to update its NEPA analysia when the
EM-PEIS is complete.
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L-23-30 Third, DOE has indicated to EPA in a recent
RCRA deadline extension application that the
CIF is the second largest of seven existing and
planned incinerators on which it would rely for
mixed waste treatment. Of these incinerators
only the Oak Ridge ‘TSCA” (K-1435)
incinerator is operating. The CIF would have
the largest total capacity (948 cubic meters) of
the planned facilities listed. Of the remaining
five incinerators, most are in serious jeopardy
of not being built or operated because of
lingering or growing environmental concerns.
Hens, if constmcted, the CIF would likely Please Refer to Section 11,B.
play a very large role in DOE’s national
incineration plans. ‘fire department should, at
a minimum, acknowledge this possibility in
the EA.

b. Incineration of Off-Site Waste in the CIF Please refer to Section 11,B and C.
Raises Significant Environmental Issues
Ignored by the EA.

L-23-31

If, as we predict, DOE will eventually
incinerate offsite LLW and LLMW at the CIF,
it is built, the potential resulting environmental
impacts should be considered
comprehensively, as part of a larger
environmental analysis, rather than in the
current piecemeal fashion. We are not
irrevocably oppowd to treatment of offsite
waste at SRS. But, the impacts of and
alternatives to shipment nf wastes from off-
site must be analyzed thorough]y prior to any
decision to ship wastes to SRS for treatment or
disposal. Afthough under RCRA DOE could
apply for a “permit modification” to
accommodate off-site wastes? under NEPA
such action could amount to dlegal
segmentation.
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“TIre potential environmental effects of
SRS waste disposal, including disposal of
the treated ash and scmbber blowdown
products resulting from the operation of
the CIF, are evaluated in the “Final (EIS),
Waste Management Activities for
Groundwater Protection”, (1987). That EIS
stated that no significant impacts were
expected from the operation of the new
waste management facilities, including the
CIF and related support facilities.”

L-23-33

Hence, the EA is “tiered”, in ~PA terms, on
the analysis of impacts and alternatives
presented in this 1987EIS.

The 1987EIS, however, provides an
inadequate analysis of the potential
environmental impacts and the alternatives to
the treatment of the byproducts from the CIF.
First, contrary to the statement in the EA, the
1987EIS does nnt mention the CIF, much less
include a determination “that no significant
impacts were expected from the operation of
the...CIF and related support facilities”.

Ressswse

Tire Waste Management Activities for Groundwater
Protection, Savannah River Plant, Aiken, SC (DOE/EIS-
0120, December 1987), analyzes the impacts and
alternatives to the disposal of waste byproducts of the
CIF. Technologies for treating and disposal of
hazardous, low-level radioactive and mixed wastes and
benzene are discussed in Appendixes D, E, and G of the
Waste Management Practices for Groundwater
Protection EIS. The CIF is introduced in the EIS as part
of SRS facilities that may contribute to cumulative
impacts.
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L-23-34 Second, to the extent that the EIS considers the
disposal of waste similar to treated byproducts
from the CIF, it provides virtually no
mttsideration of the treatment operations such
as solidification of ash or quench solutions.
Potential impacts that warrant consideration
are the effectiveness of the propowd
treatment, the integrity of the liquid and ash
storage facilities, the integrity of the disposal
facility planned for the treated waste, and on-
site transfer and transportation of wastes.

L-23-35 Third, one of the fundamental assumptions of
the CIF EA and the 1987EIS may no longer be
valid aa a result of a receot court mling
invalidating EPA’s “mixture” and “derived
from” roles and proposed rules that would

dramatically change the hazardous waste

identification regulations. These original
regulations are referetr~d in the ~ as the
basis for asserting that strict environmental
protections and independent oversight would
-ur “because a portion of the ash would
result from the treatment of listed hazardous

waate$ artd/or wastes mntaining varying
levels of non-incinerable RCRA hazardous
constituents (e.g., mercury, lead)”.

Detailed information on the treatment and disposal of
CIF scmbber liquids, sludges, and ash was not availablfi
tit ihe time of preparation of the Waste Management
Activities for Groundwater Protection, Savannah River
Plant, Aiken, SC (DOE/EIS-0120, December 1987)
However, it was noted (pages 2-40 and 4-123) that
residues from any incinerators would be solidified and
disposed of in the M-Area Waste Disposal Facility.
Appendix E.1.14 (page E-4) describes cement flyash
matrix (CFM) vault disposal of pretreated incinerator
ash?and Table E-2 (page E-15) identifies treated (by
incineration) and untreated mixed waste volumes,
including DWPF benzene. Impacts of mixed waste
disposal were evaluated for CFM vaults as ‘least
protective” of the alternative technologies (Appendix
G.2.1 - page G-6} predictions indimted no exwedance
for such wastes in vaults except for uranium after 10,000
years (Appendix G.2.2.2, Tables G-3 and G-4).

Although the “mixture” and “derived from” roles have
been vacated, the hazardous waste identification rules
(40CFR261) that are used to determine if a waste is
hazardous, based on the concentration of hazardous
constituents, are stitl in effect. The CIF ash and scrubber
blowdown are expected to contain levels of certain
hazardous constihsents (e.g. heavy metals) that will
render these waste streams characteristically hazardous
and subject to the provisions of RCRA. ~is would be
true even if the ash and blowdown containing these
hazardous constituents are products of the incineration of
non-hazardous wastes.
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L-23-35 EPA has proposed rules at the request of DOE,
(Continued) that would exempt from RCRA regulation a

larar:~nount of waste currently regulated by

If these mixed wastes were exempted from
RCRA regulation, then the assumption in the
1987EIS that the wastes would be handled in
mmplianw with RCRA would no longer be
valid, and hence one of the fundamental bases
of the EIS would be invalid. Most
significantly, if these mixed wastes are
regulated only under the Atomic Energy Act,
not RCU then DOE would again be self
regulating with regard to this waste, and many
of the environmental and human health
protections assumed for the 1987EIS as
mitigation measures would not occur.

In light of this proposal by EPA and DOE’s
role in it, the department camsot reasonably
reach a FONS1 mrschrsion based on the 1987
EIS, until the proposed hazardous waste
identification mle has been adopted or
withdrawn.

L-23-36 2. ‘fire EA ia Deficient Because it Does Not Please refer to Section II, A.
Analyze Adequately the Environmental
Impact of the Proposed Action and
Alternatives to the Action.

The FONSI and EA mncltsde that no
significant impacts from CIF construction and
operation are expected.

3-93



No. C~ent

L-23-37 However, the waste for which the CIF was Please refer to Sections II, B and C. Also please see
designed, and for which the determination of Section 2.1 of the EA which refers to the results of
insignificant impacts was made, is unlikely to recent SRS waste forecasts.
be the waste that will require management by
the time the CIF is scheduled to be completed.
We have discussed above the prospect for off-
site waste to be burned in the CIF (See section
D.I.).

In addition, the onsite waste feed estimates on
which the EA and FONSI are based are
derived from outdated technical information.
We are concerned that DOE’s failure to assess
realistically the nature and amount of waste
expected to he burned and treated at the CIF
may result in avoidable human health and
environmental impacts, and could result in
time-consuming and expensive delays to
retrofit the completed or almoat completed
facility to accommodate a change in the waste
stream.

The CIF appeara to have been designed
primarily for wastes that are no longer
generated, and of which no significant stored
backlog exista.
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L-23-37 According to the EA, 97 percent of the annual
(Continued) waste volume to be burned in the CIF is “Job

Control Wastes” (see Table 1 and Figure 1).
The source of this waste is not clear from the
a but in response to a query from the
Energy Research Foundation, DOE indicated
that most (75 percent) “Job Control Waste”
mmes from reactors, separations, tritium and
raw materials (reactor fuel and target
manufacturing) facilities - activities that the
Energy Department has indicated will likely
not continue in the future because of a lack of
need, or in the ease of tritium loading
facilities, will mntinue at a significantly lower
level (See Table 2 and Figure 2).

L-23-38

L-23-39

It is unclear why DOE anticipates continued Please refer to Section II, B and C.
generation of waste from non-operational
facilities.

Some waste will be produced from
decontamination and decommissioning (D&D)
activities. But DOE has not finalized any
D&D plans for these facilities, and D&D
waste is not evaluated in the EA.

The remaining three percent non-”Job Control
Waste” sfao raises questions about the need
for, and appropriateness of, the CIF.

me largest source of non-”Job Control Waste” Please refer to Section 11,B and C, and Response to
is benzene from the Defense Waste Processing L-22-04.
Facility (DWP~ vitrification plant (see Figure
3). ~is waste, however, may not be
generated if ion exchange is used instead of in-
tank precipitation as a pretreatment for the
DWPF.
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This potential change in pretreatment
technology was suggested recentfy by the
General Accounting Oftice based on DOE
analyses.

L-23-40 Twenty percent of the non-’’Job Control Non-rdloactive solvents are p~sendy being shipped
Waste” is non-radioactive solvents. These offsite to commercial facilities for watment. However,
wastes can be treated readily by using existing this waste accounts for approximate 2% of the total
commercial facilities or seeking ass waste to be incinerated at the CIF and was not
independent vendor proposaf. Existing considered as a major contributing factor to justify the
commercial incineration facilities often seek need for CIF.
such wastes to improve the performance of
their facilities because of its high BTU value.
Hence, this waste cannot be used to justify a
need for the CfF.
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L-23-41 No technical information is given on the
organic Naval Fuels waste because DOE has
indicated that it is “classified”. Presumably no
additional wastes from the Naval Fuels
Facility will be generated since DOE has not
indicated that the facility will operate.
Regardless, we have serious questions about
the justification for withholding information
on the waste in light of the need for
independent review of the potential
environmental and human health impacts of
incinerator operations. Moreover, the extent
that certain details of Naval operations maybe
legitimately restricted to protect the national
security of the United States - and override the
national security interest of adequately
protecting human health and the environment -
the stated assumption that the organic
mntaminant is methanol is unreasonably
optimistic. Methanol is a flammable, non-
halogenated solvent sometimes known as
“wood alcohol” and commonly used to heat
casseroles in banquet chtilng dishes. Many
organic mntaminarda are significarrtly less
flammable, more refractory and persistent, and
more hazardoua than methanol. Hence, if an
assumption, rather than actual data, must be
used, another compound such as
trichlorocthylene should be used for the safety
and environmental analyses.

R-se

Methanol was selected to wrve as the surrogate for the
Naval Fuels waste in the design, environmental analysis,
and permitting of the CIF because its physical and
chemical properties, including those related to
combustion and difficulty of destruction, are
conservatively representative of the Naval Fuels waste.
Human exposure and toxicity factors as well as industrial
safety were also key considerations in the selection
process. Naval Fuels waste comprises about 1% by mass
of all CIF waste feeds (see Table 2-1 of the EA).
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L-23-42 The EA also fails to address adequately the
post-closure demrttamination and
decommissioning of the CIF. The operable
life of the CIF and the removal of
contaminated materials should be analyzed.

L-23-43 Additionally, the FONSI and EA fail to
adequately mnsider several alternatives to the
proposed action. For example, combinations
of attemative technologies (e.g.,
sreperwmpaction, microwave treatment or wet
air oxidation) with alternative sites (existing
and new offsite vendom) were not mnsidered.
The range of alternatives is unreasonably
restricted to a narrow range of technologies,
and a limited mmbination of options.

CONCLUSION

In sum, the anstmction and operation of the
Consolidated Incineration Facility at the
Savannah River Site is a major federal action
significantly affmting the quality of the human
enviroemtent. Tlsis waste incinerator poses
serious potential risks to public health, safety
and the environment by, among other things,
threatening the eeoIogicsl, economic, and
recreational vahses of the surrounding area;
generating hazardous wastq and releasing
radioactive materials into the environment

Decontamination and decommissioning (D&D) are
discussed in Section 4.7.3 of the EA and in detail in
Section I of the RCRA Part B Permit. Specific D&D
plans would be addressed in the future by DOE when
there is a proposal to decommission the CIF. At that
time, specific methods or technology proposed to be
utilized in the decommissioning activities would be
addressed. Since such methods and technologies are
urdmown at the present time, it would be pure
speculation for DOE to attempt to evaluate
decommissioning options at this time.

Though incineration is the required treatment technology
for certain SRS mixed wastes, the EA evaluated and
rejected alternatives to the CIF system that were proven
technologies and commercially availabte. For instance,
microwave treatment and wet air oxidation are not
mnsidered viable because they are in the research and
development phase or are not yet mmmercially available
for treatment of combustible solid waste. Atso, please
refer to Section 11,E.

● ✌✌

under routine and awident renditions.
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L-23-44 If the DOE fails to prepare a legally sufficient Please refer to Section 11, A.
EIS or, alternatively, an adequate update and
revision to the June 1992w prior to the
mnstmction and operation of the CIF at the
Savannah River Site, DOE will be in violation
of NEPA and the regulations promulgated
thereunder.

We strongly urge DOE to reconsider its
decision not to issue a legally adequate EIS
and to comply with the governing laws and
regulations. Ataminimum, DOEshould
publish a revised and updated EA to provide
sufficient information to determine the need
for and environmental impacts of the CIF and
tbeneedforan EIS. If DOEre-proposesa
FONS1 baaed on this new review then it must
explain the “extraordinary circumstsnees” that
qufify the CIF for an exemption from DOE’s
normal NEPA requirements.
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L-24 STATEMENT OF SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA Federation OF
Scientists
Sheldon C. Plotkirr, Ph.D.
3318 Colbert Avenue
Suite 200
bs Angeles, CA 90066

Proposed Consolidated Incinerator Facility at
the Savannah River Site.

Several aspects have apparently been ignored
which need to be addressed:

L-24-01 1. Radioactivity does not get destroyed in any
combustion process. What happens generally
is that part of the hazard is sent airborne with
the erroneous argument that dilution by the
atmosphere relieves the risk while the rest gets
trapped in the filters if everything works
properly. Based upn known experimental
data it is now recognized, as John Gofman has
been telling us since the initiation of health
hazard evolution, that lower level radioactivity
has a greater health risk than linear
proportionality would indicate. In fact Jack
Jennings, of SCFS has found excellent
correlation with experimental results by math
modeling the health risks with an exponential.
Such a model gives the larger health risk
indication at lower doses, but still falls
somewhat below those predicted by Gofman.

Resrrorsse

DOE used methodologies accepted by the majority of
health physicists to determine radiation dose and health
effects of the proposed CIF. On the other hand, Dr.
Gofman favors a dose response model that results in a
risk factor several times greater than the range of
factors accepted by the vast majority of health
physicists worldwide, not just in the United States.

The commenter did not include the referenced
experimental results of math modeling by Mr. Jennings,
and DOE has been unable to locate through a literature
search any reference to Mr. Jenning’s work.
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L-24-03

L-24-02 2. Chemical analyses of the proposed hncer
mmmercial waste incinerator for Los Angeles
revealed that while dioxins were not present in
the initial waste system, they were created by
the combustion process.

3. While the larger initial volume of mixed
waste in this case has a certain inherent
toxicity, the resulting smaller volume of ash
based again on bncer analyses as well as
additional similar analytic efforts will most
likely be so hazardous that the material cannot
be shipped to any waste dump off site. ‘11’rus
SRS would be creating a smaller volume but
much more toxic waste stream than what goes
into the CIF in the first place.

L-24-04

Please refer to Response to L-18-20.

me hazardous organics in the waste stream processed by
the CIF would be significantly destroyed (99.99
percent). Metals that are in this same waste stream
would not be destroyed by the incineration process, but
the resulting waste stream would be reduced in volume
and toxicity, facilitating the next treatment step,

solidification. Aa indicated in Section 2.1of the EA, the
CIF ash would be handled, treated, stored, and disposed
of onsite as RCRA hazardous waste. The treatment
method selected for the ash (cement solidification)
would meet the applicable EPA Land Disposal
Restriction treatment standards for the hazardous
mnstitrrents.

Please refer to Section 11,D.4.Safety engineering principles in matters like
this one indicate that the only acceptable
solutions are to eliminate the toxic wast~ in
the first place with simple burial of the low-
Ievel organic waates already created.

Conclusions from analysea of other pro~acd
incinerator projects has been that the trade off
simply isn’t worth it.
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L-25 STATEMENT OF 20/20 WSION
Joan O. Wng
Route 1, Box 1037
Sautee, GA 30571

L-25-01 I did not reeeive notice in time to attend the Please refer to Section 11,A.
Monday meeting on the proposed incinerator.
I cannot imagine how it would have “no
significant environmental impact” on the area
and would have heen at the Technieal College
hearing if I emdd have made the trip. Please
note my protest and provide more lead time
for any future meetings.
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L-26 STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. BELL
1600 Alpine Drive
Aiken, SC 29803

L-26-01 Contrary to the quote “DOE has done a poor Comment noted.
job exploring alternatives to incineration” as
published in the Iwal pap, I feel, after both
the workshop and public hearing presentation
(and rhorough review of the EA) that a very
good job of assessing alternatives has been
done! ‘IIrebest choice of “Best Available
Demonstrated Tahnology” has been made by
the EA, and we need to get the FONSI,
permits and proceed ASAP to deal with these
waste problems as proposed.
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L-27 STATEMENT OF MARTHA M. BEQUEITE
2B Pelican Point
Harbor Island, SC 29920

As a relatively new resident of Beaufort
County, I do not claim to be as knowledgeable
and informed about the SRS and its operations
as some. However, on the face of i~ I find it
unsavory at best, when considering the cost, its
questionable necessity, and the potential for
great harm to the environment.

I must, however, ~gister my absolute
opposition to the hazardous waste incinerator
that I understand is currentfy proposed at the

L-27-01 site. Whal possible benefit can it provide for Please refer to Section II, B and D.
anyone? Unfortunately, I believe I can answer
my own question!
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L-28 STA~MENT OF SAM BOOHER
4387 Roswell Road
Augusta, GA 30907

~ti you for your letter and information on
the Consolidated Incineration Facility.

Because your public Meetings m scheduled
the day before election day, 1can not get the
time off to attend (if I want to vote, which I do
- bad timing). I only have several comments
so I am taking the time to write you.

1. First - I am pleased that you will be
filtering the gas waste.

L-28-01 However, no sufficient information was given Please refer to Section 11,D.
me on where you will be storing the toxic
waste ash.

2. 1have no obj=tion to incineration as long
as it the last and fural step in a long process of
waste reduction, reuse, recycle.
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L-28-02 In your report you NEVER EWN mentioned Please refer to Section II, D.
that you have made any effort to reduce the
amount of waste in the waste stream that will
feed the incineration.

My guess is that since you will now have an
incineration, tfreamount will increase
BECAUSE you have the capability.

Everyone that has lived around SRP now SRS
knows pple that tell stones. An example of
one story told me is that your building people
want a one foot long 2 x 4“. What do they
do? Cut a foot off of a 10 foot long one and
throw the remainder in the waste pile.

L-28-03 I offer that you need a strong training program SRS has implemented employee awanmess programs
up front of and front end loaded that concerns and training in the areas of waste management and waste
incineration waste. minimization.

L-28-04 Also, you said you will not be hanfllttg out of Please refer to Section II, C.
state waste. I offer tils will not be the case.
You will be getting out of state waste coming
to you from other DOE site if not other
Federal sites.

PS, I would app~iate knowing that these
comments will beat least addressed.
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L-29 STATEMENT OF JAMES S. BOURNE, III
P. O. BOX 2262
Gmrgetown, SC 29442

L-29-01 In regards to the Proposed FONSI (Finding of Please refer to Section II, A.
No Significant Impact) for the construction&
operation of the CIF Consolidated Incineration
Facility at the Savannti River Plant in Aiken,
please allow me to offer my opinion as to
nmessity of ordting an environmental impact
statement prior to the construction of the CIF.

In view of its horrendous record on
environmental control at such facilities as SRS
and, necessarily, an abysmal cleanup moral,
an EIS isessential to tie environmental well-
Klng of the ~ple of this state.
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L-30 STATEMENT OF S. W. CORBE~
626 Greenwich Drive
Aiken, SC 29803

I have read the environmental assessment for Comment notd.
the SRS CIF and a~ with the FONSI. I
believe further that to

L-30-01 1. delay CIF for an EIS
2. build two incinerators, or
3. delay in order to spend more money while
considering other alternatives, would be a
waste of taxpayers money.

Table 2-2 states “risk exists for spills” under
all attematives but for no action “undetected
leaks become more probable with extended
storage.”

I am comfortable with the proposed CIF tilng
built at SRS.
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L-31 STATEMENT OF ROBERT D. COX, M.D.,
PH.D.
Assistant Professor
Department of Phmcology and Toxicology
and Science of Emergency Medicine,
Department of Surgery
Medical College of Georgia
Augusta, Gmrgia 30912-4007

I am writing to you to address the DOES
proposed construction of the Consolidated
Incineration Facility (CIF) and the tinding of
no significant impact (FONSI) on the local
smng background in environmental issues and
monitoring. I was asked to review the
proposed CIF and FONSI by SRS and to assist
in fielding public questions in the public
meeting on July ~, 1992. I reviewed as much
as I could in the shmt time that I was given
and assisted in the public meeting. I supported
the cons~ction and use of the CIF at the
public -ting and stated that I felt it could be
opted in a way that would not pose a health
hh to the residents of our community.
Howevy, I also stated that I did nor feel that
the momtoring program was sufficient to
assure that there would be no health threats,
and that I would propose a much more
thorough monitoring program to the DEA and
SRS. The public was told on numerous
occasions that SRS has an extensive
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L-31-01 environmental prugram. I feel that this was Please refer to Section 11,1.
extremely misleading to the public because the
SRS environmental monitoring program is
only for radioactivity. From what 1have seen
of the CIF documents, radiation is the least of
my concerns.

I would like to review my major issues of
concern. It is possible that some of my
concerns have been addressed in documents
that have not kn made available to me.

L-31-02 1. Wldes of NI_ (NOX)- me CJF is
proposing to produce 27 tons on NOXper year.
The technology exists to significantly reduce
this, but is not propod to be used on the CIF.
Since the CIF is in a relatively nmd area with
clean air, the state of South Carolina allows
tJris,as long as the emissions are below 40
tons per year. If the CIF were in an urban area
with existing air pollution, it would be
required to reduce its NOXemissions. I
personally do not believe in this double
standard and feel that to knowingly construct a
facility that will produce this large quantity of
a pollutant when the technology is available to
significantly reduce the pollutant is
tisponsible. Large quantities of pollutants
are just tha~ no matter whe~ they are emitted.
NO= is a pollutant that has long reaching
environmental impact.

Please refer to Response to L-32-01.

,
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In addition, there is no plan to monitor NO.
stack emissions or local environmental NOx
levels. I question how SRS will ever know
that their yearly emission are actually below
40 tons.

A question was asked at the public mwting as
to whether the CIF would have any impact on
acid rain. me DOE representative that
answered the question pointed out that the CIF
hads scrubber to remove sulfur dioxide. This
reprewntative had a good engineering
background, and I am sure that he knew that
NOXis afw a major component of acid rain
and did not inform the public that the CJF
would b producing 27 tons per year of this
pollutant. I afso feel that to construct the CfF
without N~ conmls is not good foresight. if
stronger ctmnls are mandated for the Clean
AU Act, this could require the CfF to install
NO, removal devices, which would be much

mom expensive after the CIF is tiady
constructed.

.
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L-31-03 2. Benzene - Benzene is the main hazardous Please refer to Comment and Respnse to L-32-02.
chemical that the CIF will be incinerating.
Benzene is a human carcinogen. The current
estimate is that over 50,000 gaflons per year of
benzene will be incinerated. There is no plan
to monitor &rsmne levels in stack emissions
or in the surrounding environment. Benzene is
a volatile compound and under the current
operational plan I strongly feel that it is
necessary to monitor benzene emissions and
environmental levels to assure that there are
not hazardous levels of emissions. 1do not
feel that the proposed test burn is in any was
sufficient to assure that 99.9970 of the benzene
is destroyed on a routine basis. The DWPF
waste stream that contins benzne will be
used as the fuel for the secondasy combustion
chamber. I feel confident that hazardous
organics that are incinerated in the mrary kibr
then passed through the secondary combustion
chamber will be destroyed at 99.99%.
However, the majority of the DWPF stream
will be incinerated in the secondary
combustion chamber only. ~Is chamber is
designed to have a very low retention time and
I am concerned that volatile organics such as
benzene will not be incinerated mmpletely.
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L-3 1-04

Benzene is a human carcinogen and I feel that
it is very imporlant to know the quantity that is
tilng emitted on routine basis. 1do not know
how the FONSI was reached without this
information. Them was no modeling done
based on stack benzene emissions that I have
seen. Tire emergency release modeling is not
applicable to the long term situation. There is
not way of assuring that benzene emissions are
not affecting public health without routine
monitoring.

3. Hafogenated Organics - My concerns here Please refer to Comment and Response to L-32-03.
are we same as for benzene. Many of these
are suspected human carcinogens. I feel a
little safer, since much smaller quantities of
these wastes are scheduled to be incinerated.
These -Pounds should never be incinerated
in only the secondary chamber. That is, they
should only be fed to the rotary kiln. I feel
that there should be stack and environmental
monitoring for several of these s~ies for a
least one year. If the emissions m found to be
very low, then this can be dropped unless the
waste composition is changed.
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L-31-OS There is afso ancern over the formation of Please refer to Response to L-18-20.
dioxins when halogcnated hydrocarbons am
incinerated in the presence of mmatic
hytiarbons, like benzene. I saw some plans
to analym the ash for dioxins, but not the stack
emissions. I am not nearly as concemd about
low levels of dioxins in solidified drums as I
am about atmospheric emissions. 1do not feel
that this will be a major problem, but feel that
there should be some semi-routine emission
monitoring for dloxins to alleviate public
fears.
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L-31-06 ~- Maury is a constant component Please refer to Comment and Response to L-32-04.
of the DWPF waste stream, at a concentration
of< 120 ppm, as diphenyl mercury. ~ls
should mean less than 53 lb per year of feed of
memury into the CIF. Mercury is a volatile
metal and will not be trapped efficiently on the
HEPA filters. Furthermore, many
organornercurisds are more toxic than
elemental mercury. My main concern with
mercury is the proposed emission limit of 1
lbiltr of mercury, or over 8500 Ibs of mercury
emitted to the a-sphere on a yearly basis.
Knowing the propensity of mercury to
bioaccumulate in the environment, I do not
understand how anybody could reach a tinding
of no significant impact at ttds emission level.
emitting this quantity of mmury to the
environment over several years could result in
serious environmental contamination, potential
birth defects and million dollar law suits.

I cannot support the safety of the ~ with this
emission limit. I realize that with the current
waste composition, this limit will in no way be
appachcd. However, I am wary of the lax
regulatory limit if SRS decides to change the
mercury corscenttation in the waste fd. I
propose that SRS accept a voluntary limit of
not more than 100 lbs of mercury P year
emitted from the stack and have routine
monitoring for memury.
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L-31-07 ~-had emfssions ~ Please refer to Comment and Response to L-32-f94.
another major concern. When I reviewed the
chemical analyses of your current waste
swains, the lead concentrations were very
low. My concern hem is again the current
accepted permitted limit of 13.4 lb/lu. This
would mean over 117,384 lbs of lead emitted
to the atmosphere every year. There is no way
that I could be convinced that this would have
not significatrt impact. Again, your current
feeds are far below this level. One of the main
public criticisms of hazardous waste
incinerators is the attempted combustion of
wastes that m heavily contaminated with
noncombustible heavy metafs. I feel that SRS
needs to be extremely responsible in choosing
the wastes to he incinerated. me current
wastes should not prcduce significant levels
for environmental or heafth concern.
However, I do feel that if the CIF were
Owtti at the current stated emission limits
for heavy metafs, then, over several years this
could have a significant impact on the
environment and health. I ask SRS to place
voluntary limits for stack lead emissions at
0.134 lb/hr and to do routine monitoring for
lead and other heavy metals if present in the
incineration wastes.

●
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L-31-08 ~ Other W- - The question was raised in Please refer to Comment and Response to L-32-05.
the public hearing concerning how the HEPA
tiltem would h disposed of. The DOE
responder told the audience that they would be
disposed by land fill. I had previously asked
this question and was told by a different
individual that the HEPA filters would be
incinerate. The HEPA filters may contain
high concenuations of heavy metals and
dioxins. I feel that it makes not sense to put
this noncombustible material back into the
incinerator. llse HEPA filters should be
disposed of by lan~]ll. I also saw in the
pe~t application a plan to attempt to
incinerate asphalt. To my knowledge that is
not readily combustible and could produce
significant levels of polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAH). ~is should probably be
avoided and if burned, PAH monitoring should
be performed.

The public was alao concerned over the
acceptance of off-site wastes wd the
incineration of unch=terized wastes from
old waste ponds. I echo their concerns, and
request thorough characterization of any
wastes to be incinerated.
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In summary, I feel that the CIF can be
operated in a manner that is safe for the
environment and the heafth of local residents.
However, I also feel that if the CIF is operated
such that some of permitted emission limits
are approached, then I feel that it could have a
signflcarrt impact on the envtinment and
health. I ask that you strongly consider the
issues that I have raised. I feel that for the best
public image, it would be wise to have the
monitoring dati made public and to have some
form of public review of the operation of the
CIF, especially when the composition of the
waste streams are going to change
signflcarrrly.

I would be happy to discuss any of this further
if you feel that is nwessary.
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L-32 STATEMENT OF ROBERT D. COX, M.D.,
Ph.D.
Assistant %fessor
Department of Pharmacology and Toxicology
and Section of Emergency Medicine,
Department of Surgery
Medical College of Georgia
Augusta, Georgia 30912-~7

I am titing this as an addendum to my
previous letter to you, dated July 28, 1992.
That letter was not intended to be part of the
National Environmental Policy Act Process,
but was only intended as a general
communication to SRS to provide my views
on the public meetings that I attendd and the
potential hesdth impacts of the CIF.
Unfortunately, I was only given several days
to review the permit applications and other
information on the CIF prior to making my
comments. Since that time, I have been able
to meet with seveml of the engin- and
project managers for the CIF and meived a
lot of information that was not initiaUy
avaitable. As a result of these conversations
and WISadditional information, I am writing
tils foUow-up to she initial letter.
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L-32 In general, I would Iifre to say that I was very
(Continued) pleasd and impressed by the fact that the

main health and environment issues that I
raised had already been considered and
adtissed by those working on the CIF. My
commendations for the monitoring program
will not change as a result of this, but my
comfort with the safety of the CfF with respect
to health issues is much greater. I would like
to make some brief comments on the specific
issues that 1initially raised. I will not go into
specifics on monitoring for now, but will
mention what compounds I feel should be
monitored.
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L-32-01 ~od The estimated 27 tons/y of potential CIF NOX
I mentioned in the previous letter that I was emissions is based on incinerating the annual waste
concerned that thm were not Conmls to.
reduce NOXemissions. I have since learned

generation listed in Table 2-1 of the EA and operating
the CIF at the conditions specified in Section 2.1 (pg. 2-

that this problem has been considered and the 8). However, SRS would operate the CIF in a way that
CIF engineers hope to reduce NOXemissions would significantly reduce the amount of NOX
by as much as 50% by controlling operational expected. NOx generation decreases as combustion
parameters. I am not an engineer and am not temperatures are reduced. Even though maximum
qualified to choose the best technology for this design temperatures are higher, SRS has requested to
purposc. I am pleased to see that this issue has operate the CIF at normal combustion temperatures of
been addressed and that there are plans to 14CH3’Fin the rotary kiln and lWF in the SCC.
reduce NO.emissions. I still feel that there is Operation at these temperatures would theoretically
a need for NOS monitoring. result in only about haff of the 27 tons/~ NOXactual]y

being produced. Operation at these temperatures would
,.

only be allowed after a uial burn shows that the

required minimum DRE of 99.99% would be achieved.

The ISCST air dispersion model has shown that a 27
tons/yr increase in NOx emissions from SRS would not
have a measurable impact on regional air quality. The
model predicts that the measured regional NOX
concenmtion of 8.0 ug/m3 would be increased by 0.022
u~m3 due to the Cm emissions. For mmparison, the
Ambient AU QudIty Standard for NOXestablished by

SCDHEC is 100 ug/m3. Any significmt effects on
regionat air quality due to operation of CIF and other
SRS facilities would be detected by regionat monitoring
stations operated by the State of South Carolina and
Georgia.
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L-32-02
I have been supplied information on benzene
modeling hat I did not originally have. On
the basis of the model it appears that benzene
emissions will be well within safe limits.
However, this is only a model. I definitely
still feel the nd to do benzene monitoring.

L-32-03 ~
I was glad to see that the plans are to only feed
these substances into the rotary kibr and not
directly into the aeeondary combustion
chamber. The quantities of these are sma13and
I do not perceive a health risk. However, I
feel that there should be some monitoring for
these substances.

The Secondary Combustion Chamber (SCC) would be
designed for the direct injection of DWPF benzene
waste. Tire trial bum of the CIF would test tie
destruction of benzene fed directly to tbe SCC to instsm
that the 99.99% minimum DRE would be achievd.
The oial burn of the SCC would be performed using
halogenated orgsnics that EPA has determined to be
more difficult to destroy thart benzene. A successful
test of the SCC using hafogenated organics would prove
that the SCC would& effective in destroying benzene.
As stated in she CIF RCRA permit, SRS would only
inject benzene directfy into the SCC.

Dispersion modeling of potential CIF &nzene
emissions were performd using the EPA TSCREEN
smening model. The model indicates that the ambient
air concentration of benzene emissions from CIF
(assuming 0.01% of benzene is released uncombusted)
would not exceed 0.01 ug/m3 at the SRS boundary. The
SCDHEC regulatory standard for ambient benzene is
150 rt~m3.

Dispersion modeling of ptential CIF hafogenated
organic emissions wem performed using the EPA
TSCREEN methodology. The model indicates that the
ambient air concentration of halogenated organics from
the CtF (assuming 0.01% each halogenated organic
compound fed to the CIF is unburned) would not
exceed the applicable SCDHEC standti. (Please refer
to the air polIution control permit for the CfF). The CIF
trial bum would be conducted using halogenated
organics.
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L-32-04
As you know, I was very concerned with the
EPA emission limits of 85(K)Ibs per year for
mercury and 117,~ Ibs per year for lead. I
proposed voluntary limits of 100 lbs per year
for bth of these. I have since learned that the
state of South Carolina has limited the air
emissions for each of these metafs to 50 lbs
per year. I am very pleased with tils. If the
current waste feeds do not change, there
should be no problem in staying within these
limits. There should be monitoring for both of
these metals.

L-32-05 mer Ww
The problem with government regulations
concerning the dispoaaf of used HEPA filters
and asphaft have been explained to me. I
sympathize with your situation. me project
managem have assured me that they realize
that combustion is not the ideal method for
dispsal of these substances and it will not be
used unless there are no other options.

I appreciate the time that the DDE and SRS
representatives took to provide me with this
additional information. I feel that if the
present emission guidelines are met, then there
should be no signflcant impact on the health
of our community from the Cm. I still request
that you strongly consider my
recommendations for additional monitoring. I
know that you do not have to do Wls additional
monitoring to meet government regulations.
However, I feel that it is necessary to have this
monitoring information to help better address
any public concerns on heafth issues.

Emissions of mercury and lead would be monitored
during the trial bum and peridlcally thereafter in
accordance with the CfF DHEC RCRA and Air
Pollution permits. SRS proposed limit of 50 lbs. per
year was submitted in the July 1591 Air Pollution
Control Permit Application. Although the final
S~HEC permit has increased this amount, SRS
estimated emission of these metafs remains the same.
See Section 11,H.

HEPA filters and asphaft could become contaminated
with organic hazardous constituents. The specified
EPA treatment for these wastes would then be
incineration. HEPA filters and asphaft not
contaminated would be disposed of by other means that
would meet the EPA requirements.
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L-33 STATE~NT OF RITA A. FELLERS
Department of Gagraphy, CB#3220
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27599-3220

L-33-01 ~

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has
prcduced an Envbnrnental Assessment
(DOE/EA-0400) on the Consolidated
Incineration Facility (CIF) proposed for the
Savannah River Site in Aiken, South Carolina.
Witiin this document, DOE describes marry
areas of potential impact of the propo=d CW
required fo be assssed in an environmental
impact statement ~IS). The agency outlines
its reasoning for concluding that the CIF does
not present a potentially dangerous
environmental impact for the land rewurces,
wildlife or human populations residing within
its area of influence. Based on this
assessment, DOE has issued a “Proposed
Flrsding of No Signfilcant Impact”
memorandum (d450-01 ) (FONSI), arguing
shat the anticipated low impact of she propod
CfF precludes the necessity of producing a
full-scale Environmental Impact Statement.

Please refer to Section 11,A.
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L-33-02 Numerous deficiencies exist Witiln the EA
with regard to air pollution impacts which
could be more fully addressed during an EIS
process. Were WE to forego the FONSI and
pursue a full EIS, the independent scientific
community and the public would have a
greater opportunity to address those
deficiencies and avoid the possibility of
negative public health impacts not anticipated
by the current As~ssmenL

As discussed in Sections 4.5.1 and 4.5.2 of the EA, the
~ Pollutio~ impacts of the pro~sed CIF have been
analyzed using several air dispersion models approved
and specified by EPA. The results indicate that the CIF
would have no significant impacts on ambient air quality
or human health. ‘llre modeling results for emissions of
radionuclides and Clean Air Act-regulated pollutants are
presented in the approved CIF Clean Air Act permit
applications. Emissions of RCRA regulated pollutants,
particularly metals are discussed in derail in the RCRA
Permit.

See afso Response L-18-23 and Smtion II, A, F, H, and
1.
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L-33-03 ~lon MM

Other commentors will likely adtiss
deficiencies of the proposed test bum. This
commentor will focus on the question of
dispersion of airborne contaminants which will
be emitted by the CfP. In this commentofs
opinion, the EA and its dispemion models fail
to take into account numerous aspects of South
Carolina and Georgia’s climatology which
aggmvate poor dispersion and create very high
potential for air pollution problems in the SRS
environs. These aspects include the presence
of the Bermuda Hgh, its attendant high
frequency of stagnation days and presence of
inversion layers, restricted mixing heights, low
wind speeds, and the interaction of topography
with pollution plumes.

L-33-04 There is a serious problem with tie document
citation on the CAP-88 dis~rsion model
developed by EPA: there is no government
document numb on any reports which might
describe and list the code for CAP-88 when it
was Wing evolved and tested. It is difficult to
know what the mcdel contains, and which
version is being employed in this assessment,
if there are updates to the model, which there
usually are.

The computer models used to estimate tie atmospheric
dispersion and the annual average groundlevel
concentration of the CfF emissions employ SRS-specific
meteorological data. This approach insures that all local
weather conditions that could inhibit dispersion,
including those mentiond in the comment, are
considered. SRS maintains a network of meteorological
data collwtion stations that record all necessary data
inclttdlng wind s~, wind duection, and other factors
relevant to estimating dispersion. These stations are
elevated on towers to insure that important atmospheric
condhions present above groundlevel, such as inversion
layers, are detected. In order to further insm that all
meteorological conditions are accounted for, the models
use a five-year database consisting of data collected from,
1982-1986.

The use of the CAP-88 Code is required by Clean Air
Act Regulations (40 C~61). Documentation of the
computer code package is available from the RSIC
Computer Code Collection maintained hy the Oak Ridge
National Laboratory.
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L-33-05 There is no citation in the “References” section
of the EA mentioning an atmospheric
dispersion model.

A search of the GPO on-line database
complete from 1972and updated through June
1992failed to locate a reference to a “CAP-
88”. Also not found was a title describing any
dispersion model likely to he she CAP-88.
The library employed was the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, a complete
government documents repository library
which subscribes to the GPO database. This
omission introduces an unnwessary obstacle
to timmentors.

It is unfair to psent commentora with a lack
of information situation with which to fairly
evaluate the environmental asscssmen~ -This
situation by itself justifies a full-fledged EIS
process with ad~uate document citation in
order to ~vide the public with a real
oP~nlV to evaluate and comment on the
adequacy of the EA or EIS process with regard
to the CIF.

‘lIre dispersion model used by CAP-88 Code is a
modified Gaussian plume model. The dispersion model
is the same as used in the eartier code, AIROOS-EPA,
published by Oak Ridge National Laboratory.
Documentation of the computer code package is
available from the RSIC Computer Code Collection
maintained by the Oak Ridge National Laboratory.

3-127



t R~

L-33-Ofi ato qgv1 in the SRS Retiotl

The climate of South Carolirta and Gargia is
characterized by frequent conditions of high
atmospheric pressure associated with the
Bermuda High, which resides at the foothills
of the Appalachian mountain chain just to the
northwest of Augusta, Georgia in the late
summer and autumn. With this high pressure
system comes very low wind S*S, ~uent
stagnation events, and general conditions ill-
suited to the dispemal of air pollutants.
Throughout the yew, temperature invemions
v~ng between 300and 1500meters above
the surface resmct the mixing layer. Taking
all the= conditions together, we have a
situation in which pollutant plumes retain
greater integrity than in other areas of the
continent, and high pressure works to push
pollutants towwd the surface without
promoting dispersion.

Past amspheric diapersion models and
related studies (tiwford, 1977; Pepper and
Kern, 1977;Heel, 1984)have documented
underestimates of ~und-level concentrations
off site of factors of 4 and more. In spite of
early beliefs of SRP oficials that almost all of
the plutonium emitted by F and H separators
was being d~sited on site and fairly close to
the F and H stacks, later, more sophisticated
modeling efforts suggested this belief was
probably too optimistic. Carlson and Garrett
(1982) concluded that only betwwn 33% and
38% of SRP-emitted plutonium had probably
deposited within 30 km of the two stacks in
question.
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L-33-06 The EA and its associated Safety Assessment
(Continued) Document (DPSTSAD-200-6) make reference

to low site-boundary ground-level
concentrations (GLC’S) of radioactive
emissions, and use these as the basis for
computations of population dose exposure (p.
4-5, DGE/EA ~, p. 5-1, DPSTSAD-200-6).
Underlying these computations is the
assumption rha~ as one moves from the site
boundary and out toward populated areas,
GLC’S continue to diminish. This assumption
is also inherent in afl dispersion models I have
seen DGE or NRC employ to compute
population exposure. However, the
climatology of the SRS ~gion does not
operate in tfds manner much of the time.

Pollutants rise from rhe stacks to the inversion
layer, whereu~n they are “capped off’ and
ravel horimntafly. Under the often stable
conditions, these plumes disperse fittle but
slowiy descend towti the surface. Therefore,
under the stable conditions with low wind
s#s often experienced in this region, GLCS
can often mcreaae as one moves away tim
the plant boundary, because the plume is
descending toward the surface largely intact.

The CAP-88 dispersion model is a standard, time-proven
model used by meteorologists for the distances
considered in dose assessments. As stated in the
response to Comment L-33-03, SRS-specific weather
data is used with the CAP-88 model to insure that the
effect of the poor dispersion conditions mentioned by the
commenter are taken into account in the calculation of
average annual groundlevel pollutant concentrations at
s~ific locations. Annusf radiation doses are then
calculated on the basis of these average concentrations.

The CAP-88 model p~lcts that, from the SRS
perimeter outward, the average concentration would
continue to decrease. This prediction has been verified
by comparing calculated average concentrations with
measured average concentrations of tritium oxide, the
only radioactive materiaf released fsum SRS that is
normally measurable at offsite locations by tuutine
measurement techniques. This comparison has
consistently shown that the average concentrations
estimated by CAP-88 (and its predwessors AIRDGS-
EPA and CAAC) are higher than the average measured
concentrations. These overestimates are generally about
twice as high as measured concentrations. llse CAP-88
Code generates concentration estimate} that are almost
identical with those generated by the
GASPARXGQ~ Codes afso used at SRS (Echerman

1980. Saeendorf 1982). Calculated concentrations of
rntiurn o~ide m comuared with measumd
concentrations each y~ar, and the results are published in
the annual environmental re~rts for SRS. Special non-
rourine measurements of other tilonuclides (fi-85, Pu-
238, and 1-129) have been compared with model
predictions, and these comparisons show that the
predictions are in ~asonable agreement with the
measurements. See also Sections II, H and II, I.
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L-33-06 Numerous errvirwnrental monitoring reports
(Gntinued) fmm SRP have derailed higher ground-level

concentrations at the 25-mile-radius than at the
plant boundary, and higher GLC’S at the 100-
rnile radius than the 25-rnile. To mention only
a few, DP-473 (Butler, 1960)documented soil-
deposited strorrtium-90 at 124 uuc/kg at F and
H areas, at 150 uuckg at the outer perimeter,
and at 171 uuc/kg at the 25-mile radius.
Vegetation samples of alpha emitters during
the first quarter of 1960showed higher
concentrations at the 25-mile radius than at the
plant perimeter (Quarterly Report, Jartuary-
March 1960). The Environmental Monitoring
Repost published in Radiological Health Data
and Reports covering Jsnuw rhrough June
1969 demorsstratea maximum readings of alpha
radioactivity in air roughly twice as high in
Columbla and Grterrville, South Carolina as
the maxima at either the 25-mile radius or the
plant houn~. Other quarterly reports and
Radiological Health Data and Reports articles
offer numerous additional examples. These
maxima are importanL and ~ comparable
with the close-in maxima because they
reprewnt similar conditions, and may often
reflect monitoring of the same plume near the
stack at ground-level, and at the various
distances.

●
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L-33-07

‘fIre fact that tils trend of increasing GLC’S Please refer to Response L-33-02 and L-33-06.
with distance recurs often in kth maxima and
avesages indicates that the problem of plumes
rising under stable conditions, leveling off,
and descending without the anticipated
dispemal is quite liiely to be the reality in
South Carolina and Georgia, and any models
which fail to reproduce this trend picture
cannot accurately calculate a reasonable
estimate of population exposures.

Without better citations on the nature of the
dispersion model bebrg utilizd, it is
impossible to give an adequate critique of the
Environmental Assessment’s suitability. In
this commcntofs opinion, the Environmental
Assessment is wholly inadequate. The
Finding of No Significant Impact should not
be upheld, and a full Environmental Impact
Statement process is necessary if we arc to
assure ourselves that conditions obtaining in
the environment will not combine with the
incinerator’s emissions to create an
unacceptable level of hazardous and
radioactive substances exposw to the public.
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L-34 STATEMENT OF CLAUDE GfLBERT, JR.
1104 Candfewd Drive
Hopkins, SC 29061

Please refer to Section, If, A.L-34-01 I am strongly opposed to the DOE building a
$90 million hazardous waste incinerator
without an environmental impact statement.
Frantdy, during the last 40 years in Souds
Carolin& the DOE and it’s contractors have
never been caught telfing the whole truth.
‘1’lrereis no reason to believe you now when
you state that there will be no impact on the

L-34-02 environment. An independent study is needed. Please refer to Response L-23-13.

L-34-03 Another concern of mine is that you will not Please refer to Section 11,C.
only burn-nuclear and hazardous waste that is
generated on site, but also from other states, as
well as other counties.
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L-35 STATEMENT OF KAREN L. GILBERT
1200 Wocdrow St.
Columbia, SC 29205

It has come to my attention recently that the
f)ept. of Energy plans to construct a
Consolidated Incineration Facility at tie
Savannah River Site.

L-35-01 This is distilrrg to me as I understand that
this proposed incineration is the “best
technology” for only 25% of the materials
pro~d to be burned them: Furthermore, I
f~l there is a very real posslbdlty that the
construction of tils facility will lead to more
and mo~ hazardous waste tilng imported into
S. C. from other states. our state has enough
radioactive and hazardous waste all on its
own!

Please refer to Section 11,C and E.
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L-35-02 Incredibly, the DOE bas apparently no plans to
conduct an indeptb analysis of the risks and
environmental impact of this proposed facility!

Given the amount and characteristics of the
waste to be burned, this seems almost
unbelievable. The citizens of S. C. deserve a
full investigation into the environmental
impact of constructing and operating this
prOPO~ ftitity. As a voting citizeo of S. C.
and the U. S., I demand that an Environmental
Impact Statemnt be conducted on this
facitity! I appreciate your prompt response to
Wls critical situation.

DGE used EPA-approved air dispersion models and a
risk-bawd approach to enswe the CIF would not exceed
emission levels that could affect the public health. Also,
the environmental regulations establish to limit the
emissions bm facilities such as the CIF are based on
protecting the public heaftfr. These limits incorporated
generally accepted resemh and scientific knowledge.

Also, please refer to Section fI, A, F, H and I, and State
of South Carolina Letters L-4 through L- 12.
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L-36 STATEMENT OF C. J. HAIGHT
18 Berryhdl Rd #26C
Columbia, SC 29210

L-36-01 Questions asked that related to defining what Please refer to Section 11,A and F.
the real health and cost and future were of the
facility will be wem evaded, sidestepped or
simply ~eted with the standard “We don’t
have those figw~lnformation available
tonight”. These omissions lead me to most
emphatically implore you to ignore the FONSI
and proceed with an EIS. The possible risks to
the pple who will be affected by tils facility
smly outweighs the cost and time delay
factors. Once again it seems ME is doing
what it wants to, how it wants in disregard of
public health, or wants.
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L-37 STATEMENT OF MR. AND MRS. C. M.
HARRISON
P. O. Box 602
Hampton, SC 29924

We are very disturbed to learn that a
hazardous and mixed waste incinerator is in
the plans for the Savannah River Site.

South Carolina is overburdened with waste
incinerators and land filfs. Our land vrdues are
pitiful and our health could be endangered.

L-37-01 Dots‘t you pple at the DOE even care that
atrcady we m overburdened with
incinmtion, radioactive waste and plluted
smams and air? We implore you people to
stop this terrible treatment to a state which
used to be kautiftsl and smng. We don’t
want to be the dumping ground of the nation.
Neither do we need jobs of the sort you people
wish to foist upon us.

Please refer to Section 11,C, D, F and H.

L-37-02 The least you cassdo for South Carofiia will Please refer to Section II, A.
be to make an Environmental Impact
Statement and let us citizens speak out. why
don’t you want an EIS?
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L-38 STA~MENT OF MERILYN HfLLER
12 Atwood Avenue
Provincetown, MA 02657

I have some questions and comments in
response to a document that was mailed tome
-. “PSUposedFinding of No Significant
Impact, CIF at SRS”.

L-38-01 1.) The document states that “incineration
would duce the volume and toxicity of these

L-38-02 wastes.” Incineration would certainly change
the form of these wastes (e.g. sofids to gas,
ash) but what about the toxicity of the ash?
Depending on the wastes themselves, it is
most fiiely that the resulting residue ((ash)
will be more toxic tiugh the simple process
of concenoation. Its disposal will certainly
have an “impact” somewhere, sometime.

L-38-03 Disposal at a “proposed” facifity for the CfF
residue does not address tils problem
sufflcientfy.

L-38-04 2.) Although it is stated that the CfF “would
not weive or rreat waste contatilsrg
dioxin....”, there is evidence that the
incineration process itself can produce dioxins,
depending on what’s burned and the
combustion temperature. I did not see,this
matter addressed.

Please refer to Section II, D.

Please refer to Response L-24-03.

These disposal vaults would he permitted by SCD~C
and EPA. me RCRA Part B permit application to
construct and operate these vaults was submitted to
SCDHEC in February 1988. NEPA documentation for
the disposal vaults was included in the 1987 SRS Waste
Management Activities for Groundwater Protection
Entinmesrtal Impact Statement (EIS), completed in
1988.

The combustion of wastes corrtatilng chlorine can result
in the formation of dioxins. Since the CfF would
incinerate some chlorinated wastes, the potentiaf for the
formation and emission of dioxins from the CfF has been
evaluated. The evaluation is discussed in Section 4.5.1
of the EA. Also, refer to Response L-18-20.
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L-38-05 3.) Among the alternatives considered, you
did not mention ceasing production of such
wastes. In this post cold-ww world, this
should be a real aftemative. Why is it not
mentioned?

L-38-06 4.) Many incinerators are operating that were
“sold” as not having an effect on air quality
because of their high-tech scmbbers and
filters. It was only after they began operation
that they were shown to be much less effective
than designers/manufacturers claimed.

What assurances are there for the CtF’s
equipment? How will filters be maintained
and monitod? Who will be responsible?
what assurances are there that there will not
be a fta~ such as that at Rocky Hats where
radionuclide-laden filters burned and released
their deadly pollutants into the air?

Please refer to Section 11,B

The CIF design calculations use conservative removal
efficiencies for the polhttion connl devices (free-jet
scrubber and ~PA filters) that have been demonstrated
through testing of the same equipment in other facilities
to be reliably achieved. During startup and periodically
throughout the life of the facility, the CW would perform
stack testing in accordance with permit requirements to
confm the normal functioning of the air pollution
control system. Continual operation of the CIF would
be disallowed if periodic testing could not confm that
actual emissions were less than the limits established by
state and federaf regulatory authorities and in the CtF
operating permits. Please afso refer to Response to L-
18-33.
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L-38-07 How will air quality be monitored both on and
off site - at least within the “footprint” of the
stack’s emission? Who will be responsible?

L-38-08 Laatiy, is anyone looking at the “big picture”?
That is, how will this CIF contribute to the
totaf environmental pollution, fmm various
somes, already going on and soon to kome
omtiond? It is conceivable that mch
polluting source catimay meet established
“standards”, but that the combined totaf is
more tfran we can bear.

SRS operates a network of approximately 30
radiological air qurdity monitoring stations, some of
which are Iocatd offsite. Also, the states of South
Carolina and Gmrgia operate non-radiological
monitoring stations in the vicinity of SRS. Although air
dispersion modeling has indicated that no measurable air
quality impacts would result from the CIF, these stations
would detwt air quafity changes should any occur from
the operation of the CfF, other facilities at SRS, and
private industry in the vicinity of SRS. A comprehensive
discussion of the overafl SRS environmental monitoring
program may be found in tie 1991 Savannah River Site
Environmentaf Report (WSRC-TR-92- 186).

Please refer to Comment L-18-07.
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L-39 STATEMENT OF C~RYL W. HOWLE
P. O. Box 1054
Camden, SC 29020

I am writing with concerns about the
Consolidate Incinerator Facility (CIF) to be
located at the Savannah River Site (SRS). One
thing I am wondering is the Environmental
Assessment done earlier this year, that showed
a Finding of No Significant Impact on health
and the environment.

L-39-01
gf the CIF ~ ~w. .

S never e
.

w area? ‘If the findings w~re based ~~ the’
e view ~t that S steal n

environment before SRS, I am sw the
tindings would be different. However due to
the timing of these findings King so close to
the accident that took place in December, 1991
would also give a false EA of the area, simply

L-39-02 kause the long range effects of that accident
are not known at this time and that it will be
years before the full impact is known.

L-39-03 I do not know what the.efficiency of the
propod CIF would be, but 1do know that
most efficiency ratings for incinerators are
based on “Ideal Conditions”. As you well
know Mr. Wright “Ideal” just does not exist in
the “Real World”!

Section 3.0 of the EA, Affected Environment describes
the existing entinment. As such, it incorporates the
changes that previous developments, including SRS,
have had on the area environment. Section 4.Oof the
EA, Environmental Consequences of the Proposed
Action, describes the additional environmental impacts
asmciated with the proposed construction and operation
of the CIF.

The impacts of the 1991 uirium release are quantified in
Chapter 10 of the 1991 Environmental Report, WSRC-
TR-92-186. Based on these minimal impacts, the 1991
release does not affwt the analyses contained in the EA.

Please refer to Section 11,G.
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L-39-04 1blicve that “My State” South Carolina has Please refer to Section 11, B and C.
been the “dumping ground of the nation” and
the world far too long. It is time some orher
state took this load or has South Carolina been
listed as “expendable” for the “good of the
nation”. This is a common mind set among
the Department of Defense and the
Department of Energy.

.
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L-40 STATEMENT OF MELISSA F. JAMES
1896 Virginia Avenue
Augusta, GA 30906

L-40-01 I attended the meeting that was held July 20, Please refer to Section II, A and F.
1992 at Aiken Technical College, concerning
the proposai for a waste incinerator at SRS. I
live in the Augusta area, and I am concerned
about the long term effects upon the
environment. Many of these issues were
raised, but I waa not convinced that the
incinerator would be safe. Since a mixed
waste irrcinerator has never been in
production, I feel that an environmental impact
study should he done.
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L-41 STATEMENT OF MR. & MRS. CHARLES
E. KLINE, JR.
8 Bear Island Road
Hilton Head Island, SC 29926

L-41-01 In a previous letter (May 30, 1990)we voiced Please refer to Section 11,B.
our objwtions to the continuation of tririum
production at the Savannah River Site (SRS).
Information we have ~eived recently
indicates that rritium can be Nycled to
eventually eliminate wastes or significantly
reduce the amount of wastes. If this is so, then
the production of rntium can be virtually
eliminated or greatly reduced.

This letter is in maponse to the NE NEWS of
July 30,1992 invitation to comment on the
DOE, FONSI, SRS.

After reading she publications listed at the end
of this letter and the “WE Prooosed FONS .I

,,~ page 4, paragraph 2, we
support the modification of existing off-site
DOE mixed waste incinerators. The effort and
expertise to Mute the volume and toxicity of
the mixed wastes (p. 3, para 2) is positive.

3-143



L-41-02 Our concerm me SRS location threatens,
should there be leaks of any kind, the
communities that rely upon the Savannah
River below the SRS site for their water
supply. Whatever the assurances that another
leak will not occur, we feel strongly opposed
to the facilities proposed, the CIF.

Therefore it smms logical to transport the
wastes to less tiatening NE incinerator
sites. No dollar costs were included in any of
tie publications. It would be important for us
to know and wmpare dollar costs and
environmental risks for the CIF with off-site
incinerator modifications.

ERF Mixed Waste Incinerator Pronoscd for
m

b. h , SRS Consolidated
Incineration Facility

The CIF would be equipped with secondary containmni
systems to prevent the release of any liquid spills. Tlrew
containment systems would surround all areas of the CIF
where wastes would be stored or processed. They would
consist of concrete dikes or curbs and would have sumps
equip~ with instrumentation to rapidly detect any
liquid spills in the containment. These containment
systems would effectively prevent the release of a spill
to any surface water, including a spill from the largest
storage tank if completely tilled. Also, as stated in
Section 4.4 of the EA. the CIF would have no direct
process wastewater discharges to the environment.

Section 2.2 of the EA discusses offsite trarrs~rt of SRS
hazardous and mixed wastes. Detailed dollar costs are
not described in Section 2.2. However, this section does
include a comparison of the generaJ costs and risk
associated with the CfF and the offsite incineration
alternative.

boosd Fmdirtqs - d450-01

3-144



●

L-42 STATEMENT OF W. F. LAWLESS
Dcpastments of Mathematics and Psychology
Paine College
1235 15tb Smet
Augusta, GA 30901-3182

me following comments are based solely on a
review of the information provided by DOE
and mailed to the author (i.e., the summary
from the “Proposed finding of no significant
Impact, CIF, Savannah River Site”; reportedly,
the summary was based on the environmental
assessment (EA) (DO~-0400):

L-42-01 1. Independent Peer Review (IPR). No
information in the summary was provided
about an IPR review of the EA. If the EA haa
not been reviewed by an IPR group, DOE
should mse its plans to proceed with the
FONSI until a peer review of the EA has been
completed. However, if an IPR has been
completed, DOE should include the results of
the IPR in its summary.

A ~quest for comments on the proposed FONSI was
published in tlte Federal Register, which has a
nationwide disrnbution. All interested parties, including
federal and state agencies and technical experts, were
encouraged to provide review comments on the proposed
FONSI. The EA was also submittal to the states of
South Carolina and Georgia for review and comment
prior to the publication of the proposed FONSI. In
addition, the EA was available for review to anyone
upon request. Also, please refer to Section I.
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L42-01 It maybe that DGE managers do not know
(continued) what is meant by IPR, or they may be afraid of

giving technical ~rsonnel that much control
over the technical decisions that are made each
day at SRS. For example, at a ment DGE
public meeting, held in Augusta, GA, SRS
personnel expressed the opinion that reviews
of technical documnts by CDC or the State of
South Carolina should qualify as independent
peer reviews, but to use these agencies as such
is to make a mistake. Because IPR’s remove
politics and management decisions from the
technical decision making pwess until after
the twhnical decision has been made,
mwlat~ and managers do not provide an IPR
review. Although the CDC or State of South
Carolina regulators should continue to provide
regulatory oversight of SRS mititary
radioactive and haxardous wastes operations,
their reviews should not be substituted for an
IPR review. To do so would only serve to
weaken or to erode the technical dwision
making process. For instance, IPR’s might
prevent future problems analogous or similar
to the environmental problems created by the
use of cardboard boxes for the disposal of
solid radioactive wastes at SRP until 1985.
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Using the cardboard box as the primary
container for solid radioacave wastes was a
problem created by both the management
structure of AEC, EROA, and DOE, and the
isolation of technical personnel from scientific
~r review (for an interesting and early
analysis of how the combination of AEC
management and isolation of technical
personnel from the mainsueam of science and
engineering caused technical problems, see
LilienrJral’s (1963),

L-42-02 ~.
2. Beta-Gamma Incinerator. SRS has had an
almost lo-year operational period incinerating
radioactive, hazardous, and mixed wastes in its
BGI incinerator. The history of the BGI
operations bear on the determination that the
CIF wifl or will not have an environmental
impact. But no information was provided by
DOE in its summary, and that information
should be presented to and re-viewed for the
public before a decisions made to procmd with
the FONSL Irspticular, the review should
include a comparison of the environmental
operational history should alw include a
review of the SRS literatm on the BGI
incidents.

To ensure a safe and efficient CIF design, other waste
incinerators at DOE facilities, including tfre beta-gamma
incinerator and the private sector, were surveyed by
SRS. Tire operating experiences of these other facilities
have resulted in various CIF design features intended to
minimize operating impacts on the environment (e.g., the
hoods to be installed around the kiln seafs will collect
~Y gas or particulate that may occasionally escape due
to SCSIwear).

3-147



No. t

L-42-03 3. SRS Pu-238 Wastes. No information was Ttansurartic wastes, irsclu~ng those con~irriog h-238,
providd in the summary about the possibility would not & incinerated in the CfF. However, tie CIF
of burning the SRS wastes currently classified may pi-ocesssome wastes containing mces of R-238 or
as Po-238, or SRS wastes that were ever other alpha emitters, at levels Iess than 10 rtanocuries per
classified as PU-238 or ever associated with gram. The impact of this has been assessed in the CIF
Pu-238 wastes._~ese wastes were stoti on NESHAP Permit and the EA. Plans for disposal of Pu-
TRU waste (afpha waste) pads and in trenches 238 containing greater than 10 nanocuries per gram is
at the SRS burial ground. It is possible that outside the scope of this proposed action.
the PU-238 wastes, or afpha wastes of any
type, could be incinerated in the CIF, that
information should be providd to the public.
In addition, because of the exmme hazard of
the Pu-238 combustible waste matrix, because
paat plans did include the potential for
incineration at SRS (e.g., the afpha waste
incinator), the exact plans for disposat of the
Pu-238 should also be reviewd in the
summary. Further, a discussion of the SRS
plans regarding the Pu-238 should be
presented to and reviewed for the public
&fore a decision is made to procad with the
FONSL
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L-43 STATEMENT OF SAM P. MANNING
435 Montgomefi-Building
P. O. Box 355
Sparranburg, SC 293W

L-43-01 I res~tively request that an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) be made before
aPPrOvd of any (CIF) at (SRS) for hazardous
and low-level nuclear waste.

L-43-02 The construction of a (CIF) should also be
delayed awaiting the development of the
accurate technology for monitoring of organic
haztious waste emissions from art incinerator
which cart k done on a minute by minute
basis using a Fourier transform inti
s~~~tm ~R) and the second by second
momtorutg of metal emissions by use of the
La.ur-Spark-Emission S~troscopy (LSES).
At prewnt incinerators m monitored only
every 12 to 18 months. The organic waste cart
in theory be destroyed at a tempcratm of
2,000 degrees in an incinerator if everything is
handled perfectly. In thmry the des~ction
rate of the orgartic waste must be 99.99%. The
metals are not destroyed but must mly on a
scrubber for their removal.

Attached to this letter is a Xerox copy of an
article entitled “Trace Metal Poisoning” from
Cecil Text Bwk of Medicine which starts on
page 2385. ~Is article shows the danger of
certain metals to the general public.

Please refer to Section II, A.

RCRA mqutis that hazardous and mixed wastes be
promptly treated after generation using methods
approved by the EPA. Incineration is specitid by EPA
in the LDR regulations (40CFR268) as the required
treatment for certain hazardous and mixed wastes
generated at SRS. The CIF would provide the required
treatment.

me CfF would implement proven continuous stack
monitoring systems to measure radionuclide emissions
and carbon monoxide concenmtion. Carbon monoxide
would be monitd as indication of combustion
efficiency and good destruction of organic waste
constituents (low carbon monoxide concentration
suggests high combustion efficiency). ~er ~ven
stack monitoring twhniques wouId be used at regular
intervals to insure that the CW would meet the
applicable state and fdcral emission limits for other
pollutants such as metals and nimgen oxides.
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L-43-03 The s~called low-leveI radio active waste Please refer to Response L- 15-07.
cannot be destroyed by incineration.
Additional work and study must be done.
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La STATEMENT OF ELEANOR McCOLLUM
4 Harvest he
Beaufort, SC 29202

Cornrnentor referenced letters to dltor Comment noted.
published in:
The Gazette
P. O. Box 399
Beaufort, S.C. 29901

3-151



L-45 STATEMENT OF RODERICK McCOY
20-13th St., N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30309

L-45-01 Enclosed you will find my comments on the
Environmental Assessment for Consolidated
Incineration Facility prepared by the
Department of Energy at SRS. Please
understand that I find this “finding of No
Significant Impact” to be a tather bland
attempt to avoid a number of salient issues of
interest to not only the immediate community,
but to the coumry, as a whole.

Certainly, DOE reafizes the seriousness of the
potential repercussions of not only
catasnphic events, but routine operations, as
well. Perhaps the immensity of the dilemma
posed for us by the situation brings the DOE to
do sometldng, if only for the sake of doing
something. ~ls proposal (CIF) appears tome
to be a poor choice of actions.

Please refer to Section 11,A.
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L-45-02 ~ls Environmental Assessment does not Please refer to Section 11,A, D, and F.
improve my perception of DOES level of
commitment to protection of the community’s
welfare. In fact, it ap~ to me to attempt
through Ianguaging alone to minimize scrutiny
of the implications and potentird hazards of
this project, i.e. the compounded burdens of
negative heafth effects to the community,
potentials for catastrophic events, and the
certainty that some human life will be
diminished or taken as a result of DOES
intention to incinerate in order to reduce the
volume of wastes stored on the site a 300
squm mile m% of which only 5% is
currently in use.

Several oversights stand out tome as I read
these statements by DOE. Several questions
arise that DOE must answer.

.
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L-45-03 It is my hope that DOE will rwonsider the Please refer to Section 11,C and E.
serious natore of the flaws in logic which have
lead EPA to regard incineration as a “waste
destruction” technology, as well as its own
intentions to include nuclear materials in the
feestock~ and go on from that point to seek
other potential means of dealing with SRS
waste issues. My feeling is that with the
natore of the materials stool and ptiuced at
SRS, dilution is not an adequate solution and
reduction is a mere chimera.

Further, I ~eive this as an issue of pmdent
and am exwmely uncomfortable with
aflowing a standard to be set by tils facility (or
any other, for that matter) incinerating
irradiated materials, at any level of activity. In
view of this particular issue, I see the need for
serious investigation of the potentifl
environmental impacts of CIF. 1find DOES
slighting of the need with its “Finding of No
Significant Impact” macherous and
potentially treasonous.
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L-45-04 Incineration has come under increasing attack Please refer to Section II, G.
as a waste disposal technology in both
scientific and government circles. Numerous
studies have found that EPA requirements of
DRE’s (Destruction Removal Efficiency) of
99.99% are not only not routine but
unattainable. A Greenpeace report by Pat
Costner on the Jacksonviffe, Ark. incinerator
reveafed a DRE of 99.96% allowing for
emissions of 400 times regulated levels. This
“key demonstmtion project” established by
EPA Administrator, William Reilly was
expected to operate at a demanding 99.9999%
DRE. The Jacksonville incinerator is located
in a residential area. Its mission is the
“desouction” of mifitary toxics, s~ificafly
16.5million pounds of herbicides 2,4,5-T and
2,4-D (Agent Grange) with dioxin
concentrations of 3-40 ppm. 2,4,5-T and 2,4-
D are both materials whose primary
constituents m dioxins.

Further discovd, by Cosmer was a 1984-5
EPA study by private contractors that stated
99.99% DREs are unattainable at
concentrations below 10,~ parts per milfion
(ppIIS),as well as a 1984 study of eight
facilities, none of which achieved the standard
“four 9s”.
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L-45-05 This information places serious doubt as to
CIFS potentiaJ to destroy any organic chlorine
substances.

Additionally, questions pertaining to the
appropriateness and comprehensiveness of test
bum measurements, protocols, and parameters
bring any quoted values mgtilng incinerator
operating standards into a rather dim light.

In April of 1992,the International Joint
Commission, a joint US/Carradian scientific
advisory panel which makes ~ommendations
to their respective governments on water and
air quality issues for the Great Mes and its
watershed, adopted a zem tolerance position
with regard to “persistent-bloaccumulative
toxins”, specifically organochlorines and
heavy metals. This included she
commendation that incineration be banned in
“certain areas near the Gmt Lakes”. In this
same statement IJC has, also, recommended
adoption of a “Weight of Evidence” approach
to protwtion from toxics, undermining the
traditional “Risk Assessment” formula which
forma the basis of current regulatory strategy
and DGEs findings in this proposrd for CIF.
Since IJC makes its ~commendarions directly
to EPA in the US thew findings promiw to
have significant impact on EPAs current
regulatory approach toward all point somes
of Wrsistent-bioaccumulative toxins,
particularly incineration, on a nationrd scale.

Please refer to Section 11,F, G, and H.
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EPA is required to review and respond to IJC
findings within 6months, that is, October
1992 in WISinstance.

L-45-06 The dioxin problem is an especiaffy pernicious Please refer to L- 18-20 response.
one in regard to incineration for the reason that
ANY material containing elemental chlorine
(i.e. plastics, Pssore treated lumber,
bleaches, many industrial solvents, etc.)
becomes a source of these persistent-
bioaccumrrlative toxics due to the presence of
heat and hydrocarbons (Dloxins being a class
of 175 organwhlorirres considered
c~inogenic and mutagenic in concentrations
as low as parts per quadrillion) giving
incineration of hazardous wastes the
distinction of Ming a most efficient
manufacturer of these ambiguous and
pervasive poisons. Further, it has heen found
that “Cancer may not be the most sensitive
toxic Rsponse resulting from dioxin exposure.
Immrrnotoxicity and reproductive effects
appear to occur at body burdens that are
approximately 100 times lower than those
associated with cancer. Recent data indicate
that there may not be a threshold for certain
responses to dioxin. However the implications
for specific risk assessments, such as cancer,
are not yet clear”.
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L-45-07 DOE goes a step further with this proposal by Please refer to Responses to L- 15-07 and L-18-05.
introducing the variable of radioactive
materials, many of which are heavy metals (a
class of substances labeled as persistent and
bioaccumulaave toxics, included in JJC’S
recommendations discussed earlier) into the

L-45-08 incineration process. These are elementrd Please refer to Responses to L- 18-05, L- 18-33 and
substances which cannot be destroyed by Section If, H.
incineration. These wifl, as acknowledged, be
present in the aah, smoke plume and scrubber
water. The tinty of particulate releases is
downplayed with description of the HEPA
filter system, decontamination procedures and
hoods instalfed around seals intended to
capture fugitive emissions, but the discussion

of radiation exposure levels “at the plant

boundaries” would belie the expectation of
particulate deposition. Presumably this would
not occur beyond the plant boundaries (?).
Who will be the recipient(s) of those inhaled
or ingested micrograms of Plutonium, etc.
which will fmd their way into the community?
Who will bear that “acceptable risk?

L-45-09 Additionally, CDC has begun long overdue The Centers for Disease Control (see.comment L-01 in
assessments of the health effects to this section) has reviewed the CIF EA and commented
communities adjacent to our weapons lhat SRS has adequately addressed potentisJ adverse
facilities, which will be Iiiely to include Impacts on human health. Please also refer to Section 11,
information of interest to DOES process :7
relating to the impact of CIF, as well as other
ongoing operations at SRS.
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SUh4MARY

L-45-1O To summarize, this EA and its “F1nrfirrgof No
Significant Impact” relies heavily on
regulatory standards and assumptions (i.e.
“acceptable risk, etc.) currently due for
review. The Agency’s conclusions cannot help
but be dated before construction even begins.
DGES conclusions declare a commitment to
compliance with applicable standards,
including EPA, NEPA, etc., for environmental
quality. Irrmost cases, it quite optimistically
pushes thow standards to their outer limits
while wnsiderable established data, including
that of EPA, as well as rwent counsel of other
government scientific bcdies pose serious
doubts as to the baais of those standards and
the efficacy of incineration as a waste
“disposaf” technology.

L-45-1 1 The intention to burn equates to the intention
to disperse contaminants currentfy contained,
however poorly, to a broader environment
where effects can be masked. Grrce
wntamination is beyond the plant boundaries
it witl he difficult to point to a sove in a truly
conclusive way. Remember, DGE has yet to
publicly acknowledge responsibility for the
Tritium found in Burke ~rnrry, Gwgia
wells, even while footing the bill for
monitoring wells demanded by Gov. ~11
Milfer.

EPA has promulgated numerous environment regulations
that impose srnct design, operating, prformarrce, and
emission standards on the CIF, including the RCRA Land
Disposal Resrnction regulations that rcqui~ the use of
incineration for treatment of certain wastes. These
regulations are initially formulated and proposed using
available and generally-accepted scientific evidence. They
are finatized only after the scientific and industrial
communities have been given the opportunity to review the
proposed regulations and supporting data and comment as to
whether the proposed regulations appropriately reflect the
data and meet public health and environmental protection
goals.

The CIF processes are intended to desmy hazardous
organics through incineration and stabilize radionuclides
and metafs. Refer to Sections II, F and H and also
Response to L-23-14 for additional information.
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“CURIOUSER AND CURIOUSER”

L-45-12 This proposaf further belies a flawed system in
that a major factor in the need for CIF is the
Defense Waste Processing Facility (DWPF),
which requires the venting of benzene gas and
entrained radioactive materials fmm tJre
canisters to prevent explosion and dlspcrsal to
tie environment. Apparently the incinerator is
considered implicit to DWPFS mission yet it
seems to have been omitted from
consideration in that EIS(?).

The DWPF Final EIS was issued by DOE in February
1982. In its Record of Decision (ROD) DOE elected the
“staged process” aftemative (i.e., a staged or modular
construction program), which was to include
improvements resulting from ongoing waste
immobilization research and development. However,
mdlfications to the DWPF proposal have been made
since 1982. The environmental effects of these changes
were presented in DOES January 1991, “Analysis of the
Environmental Impacts Resulting tim Mdlftcations in
the Defense Waste Processing Facility.” The mle of the
CIF is identified in the 1991 analysis of the modified
DWPF (pages 2-7 and 3-12).
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CONCLUSION

L-45-13 In conclusion, tfrisproposal and its
alternatives, mcludirrg the potentiaf for
limiting CIFs mission to handling DWPF
waste stream only and seeking to improve on
site-harrdfing methods, deserve further
exploration by DOE, who has an obligation,
and maintains its willingness to observe
matters of public welfare closely. Tfremfore, ii
is essential that a good faith EnvirorrmentaJ
Impact Statement be produced which takes
into account potential changes in the
regulatory climate regarding incineration.

L-45-14 Other factors should include, but not be
firnited to, the CDC studies of health effects of
nuclear facilities on neighboring communities,
“Synergistic” and cumulative effects of
various corrtarrrinarrts,potential changes in
SRS mission (including totaf cessation of
production) and the A~AL =D to
reduce the volume of these stored wastes vs.
improvements in containment scenarios.

I would Iiie at tils point to thank the
Department of Energy for its time and
attention to tiese matters and for the
opportunity to make my concerns known.

Please refer to Section II, A.

Please refer to Response 18-07 for cumulative
considerations and Swtion II, B for potential changes in
SRSS mission. Synergistic eff~ts am a theoretical
consideration that are rarely quantified in human heafth
risk assessments. There are few documented cases
where synergetic effects have been quantified, such as
the risks of cigarette smoking and asbestos exposure.
Based on the available data, poterrtiaf synergistic effects
cannot be quantified for the CfF.
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L-46 STATEMENT OF RICH PANTER
309 S. Stonehenge Orive
Columbia, SC 20210

I strmrgly believe the proposed Consolidate
Incinerator Facility, (CIF), for the Savannah
River Site, (SRS), shouId not & built, and will
strongly protest its cons~ction.

I tilnk the date contained in your
Environmental Assessment of the proposed

L-46-01 CIF assumes an unrealistic desnction and Please refer to Section II, G.
L-4&02 removal efflcienty, fails to quantify the Please refer to Response L- 18-02.

unburned chemicals, ignores the risk of
chronic exposure to incinerator emissions, and

L-46-03 the cumulative effects of yet another Please refer to Responses L-18-03 and L-18-07.
incinerator in South Carolina. To maintain
that another incinerator here will have no
signfilcarrt impact on the State is an insult to
all of us who live here.

As a citimn of MISState, I demand tiat at the
V- least, an EIS be conducted for this CF.
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L-47 STA~~NT OF E. H. PAXTON
1 York Cmlc
Greenville, SC 29605

Regarding the consolidated “Rotary Kiln”
incineration program being conside~d for the
Savannah River Site.

L-47-01 I suggest its best for DOE to continue its
current waste storage program until a better
means than incineration is developed.

Please refer to Section II, D.

Thm are some drawbacks to the incineration
pro~m as pmpoaed. A couple am as follows

L-47-02 1. A storage facifity would continue to be Please refer to Section II, D.
required in that the residue from the kiln
cannot be listed.

L-47-03 2. Tire flue gas filtration (absorption) system is A design philosophy of the CIF is to utiliie in the
not fool proof. combustion and emission control systems only

technologies that have been proven by industrial
application that reliably meet stated pollutant removable
efficiencies. In this manner the key componenk of the
CIF air pollution control system, the f~-jet scrubber
and HEPA ffltera, have been shown to be ~liable. For
tils quipment, only those pollutant removal efficiencies
that have &n demonstrated wem utilized in the CIF
design calculations.
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L-47-03 Initial and peridlc stack testing would be performed as
(tintinued) specified in the CJF environmetr~ operating permits to

further demonstrate the CIF pollution conwl equipment
consistently performs as required. In addition, the air
pollution control equipmnt would be equipped with
instrumentation that would shut down waste incineration
should the instrumentation detect any abnormal
condition in the pollution control devices that could lead
to excessive emissions.

L-47-04 I suggest DOE hold a competition and award Wfrem appropriate, DOE does hold competitive bids for
money to the party who presents the means to
best treat the waste NE makes. It is my

waste meatment options. fX)E is committed to involving
the public on waste management and environmentrd

opinion that DOE has too long excluded the restoration issues. This includes pursuing public
general public from its activities (on the involvement tbrtgh workshops and meetings.
premise that the public is stupid) and this
exclusion is the mason the environmental
problems at Savannah River (and some other
DOE sites) was blg as they are.
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L-48 ~YAti~ME~ OF E. H. P~N

Orecnville, SC 29605

I have read the CIF-EA-0400 dated 4 June
1992 and I think is an absolute crock.

L-48-01 The reason its a crock is its not designed to
solve the problem. Specifically, there is no
way the residual from the process can k
mixed with cement and water and made into a
stablliied mass. It might be made into a more
srabifized mass than it was in prior to the
incin’mtion of materials away from the
hazardous components but in final anafysis the
hazasd continues to exist.

I find no apparent fault with the SSJUCWof
she EA, its just that the writers of the EA were
not given a wlution to the problem to begin
wish.

The majority of solidification systems for stabilizing ash
materials and other waste contaminants, both in the
commercial =tor and the nuclear industry, successful y
utilize hydrsuhc cement to encapsulate waste materials.
The EPA has confumed in the RCRA Land Disposal
Restriction ~R) regulations (WFR268) that cement
solidification is the preferred technology (Best
Demonstrated Available Technology, or BDAT) for
immobilization of certain hazardous constituents such as
many heavy metafs. Since the CIF secondary wastes
would contain heavy metals, these wastes would be
solidified using the EPA’s specified BDAT. SRS would
perform regular testing in accordance with the LDR
regulations to confm that she solidified waste forms
limit leaching of hazardous constituents to less than the
level allowed by the LDR regulations. The LDR
regulations and BDATs have been specified by EPA to
prevent hazardous constituent migration into the
environment and contamination of groundwater. If a
waste form does not meet the requirements, it must be
reprocessed until it does. Please refer to Swtion II, D,
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L-49 STATEMENT OF PAULINE mWRS
2417 Cmig Road
Columbia, SC 29204

I write mnccrning the Consolidated
Incineration Facility (CIF) proposed for the
Savannah River She.

I strongly disagree with your contention that
the incineration of waste in the CIF, as
p~sed, would not significantly and
negatively affect the environment.

L-49-01 Even if “successti by destroying 99.99
percent of wastes timg incinerated, at least
400-500 lbs. of hazardous materiafs, such as
lead, mercury, hydrochloric acid, and soon,
per year, could stifl be relead into the
environment, posing a heafth threat. In
addition, the planned regular releases of
radioactive materials into the atmosphere
would further compromise public heafth.

Please refer to Section II, F and H.

L-49-02 me potentiaf heafth hazards as a ~sult of Please refer to Section II, A and F.
operating such a CIF m enormous. I believe
additional and m thorough anafyses of the
PSUPOm mj~! i~ oy~omest ~d its
aftematlves m esaendaf before any
commitment to a CfF should be made.
Therefore, I strongly urge you not to proceed
with developing the CIF at the Savannah River
Site without preparing an Environmental
Impact Statement.
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I L-50 STATEMENT OF ANN RICKARD
Beaufott, SC

Savannah River Site Comment noted.
NO INCINERATOR. PLEASE!
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L-51 STATE~NT OF VIRGI~ ROBARDS
312 ~ail HOI1OWRoad
Jefferson, NC 28640

I am happy to suggest the solution to the Please refer to Section II, B and D.
environmental difficulties faces by politicians,
businessmen, officiafs, et al. in regti to SRP
and CIFS toxic waste and nuclear waste
handling. However, the solution will require
brave people - courageous citisens who gladly
say that processing nuclear and toxic waste
into air, war, earth (or reconstitute forms) is
criminal, and when asked to facilitate the
pdessing, refuse.

Certainly conscientiously objecting to handle
the wastes translates into the answer to our
problems: keep pressuring manufacturers to
stop producing hazardous by-prcducts.

My teacher taught me that poffrrtion is
offensive and wrong for the most obvious
masons. Maybe marry adults had either
inadequate teachers or were brain-dead
elementary students, for they corrsistentIy err
on the wrong side. I expect educated ~ple to
act accordingly, not defend the selfish aims of
those working to justify poiwns because it’s
economically sound or convenient.

You may have read my words befm. Please
pass them on. Industrial polluters must be put
out of a job forever.
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L-52 STA~MENT OF JOSEPH H. ROBERTS
800 Old Whiskey Road, SW
New Ellenton, SC 29809

L-52-01 A lot of “waste” that now is sent to waste
might be cleaned up and mycled at a
monetary advantage ......

Please refer to Section 11,D.

L-52-02 Will hi-level waste now in btrrid ground be ~igvel radioactive wastes will not& incinerated in
sent to CIF?

L-52-03 WIII SRS generate enough waste to wuire a Please refer to Section II, B.
CIP with the down-sizing of nuclear weapons
grade quirements? or is it cost effwtive?

L-52-04 Define heavy metals to be sent to CIF. The C~ bas rweived permits from the EPA and
SCDHEC to incinerate wastes that may contain limited
amounts of certain metals and metal compounds. These
metals would include antimony, barium, silver, thallium,
mercury, lead, chromium, cadmium, nickel, and arsenic.
Because these metals may affect human health at certain
levels of exposure, the handling, treamen~ and emission
of these metals are Srncrly regulated by the EPA in order
to protect humao health and tbe environment. The SRS
rweived permits from the EPA and SCDHEC to mat
wastes containing heavy metals in the CIF only after
demonstmting through use of EPA-approved air
dispersion models that the projated emissions of metals
from the CIF and the resulting ambient air
concentrations would not pose a threat to human health
and tbe environment.
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L-53 STATEMENT OF PETER SIPP
5260 Story Mill Rd
Hephzibah, GA 30815

Thank you for the opportunity to write you.

I am working for a conuactor that is working
at your SRS. I am seeing for myself the
positive attitude Bechtel and SRS ~ple have
towards our entinment. Hopefully, this
attitude can permeate off site to other ~ple
by following your example.

L-53-01 It will be unnecessary to burn oils. There arc Please refer to Section 1.2 of the EA and Section 11,D.
companies that would come and pick oil up at
no cost to NE. The floor cleaning materials,
should be collected and completely used. me
containem mycled. The paints, 1don’t know
here. Solids, like? Solvents - capture all of it
and use it all. ‘fire containers, mycle them
too.

Ya’11could and should lead the way for the
mst of us. Recycling creates jobs and helps
save our environment. We only have one
planet...we must start treating our home that
way before its too late.

I am M in favor of using my tax money on rut
incinerator.
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L-54 STATEMENT OF DANIEL E. SWENY
P. O. BOX 2269
Aiken, SC 29802

L-54-01 Will the CfF and its emissions have an added Based on the expected Iow emissions from the CIF, no
effect on the existing ground water problems groundwater impacts are anticipated. Also, please refer
in the Savannah River Site? to Section II, H.

My question stems from information at the
workshop that statd the maximum “fallout”
effect of the CIF wiUoccur within the
boundaries of the SRS. This faltout, within
time, will add to DuPont’s mistakes with no
current ground water clean-up pmedms in
effect.. We live within 3.5 miles of SRS
boundaries so our questions are vital to our
family environment.

SRS manages a comprehensive program that effectively
deals with groundwater contamination. Since 1985,
through the use of an air stripper and 11 recovery wells,
SRS has been removing volatile organics from the
groundwater.

Other remdiation efforts are also in the research phase,
such as electrokinetic migration, horizontal wells, and
soil vapor extraction, to enhance existing groundwater
treatments.

An extensive groundwatcr monitoring progmm,
consisting of almost 2,0tXlmonitoring weUs sampled
regularly, aflows wientists to keep watch on any
migration of contamination in the groundwater.
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L-55 STATEMENT OF JOHN E. SWEENY
P. O. BOX 2269
Aiken, SC 29802

L-55-01 1do not feel that building an incinerator under Please refer to Section II, D and F.
the guise of “it’s the best idea at the time” is arr
acceptable plan. Many things are and have
been done in the past with this explanation and
have later produced health and environmental
effects that were negative. ~is country’s

government seems to take the attitude that they

are going to do whatever they want no matter
what the people thiti. Tlris must and, I how,
will change. Other solutions to the waste
problem must be researched.
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L-56 STATEMENT OF VIRGINIA M. SWEENY
P. O. BOX 2269
Aiken, SC 29802

L-56-01 I am concerned about possible side effects -
that is s~tically ...a spill, leak, accidental
release, or explosion.

Please refer to Section 4.6 of the EA. The analysis
concludes there are no significant risks.

I am concerned and even frightened about our
close proximi~,to SRS. There is a definite
problem with trust between the general
population and government facilities, for this
reason I do not fml reassured about future use
of the CIF.

L-56-02 I am concerned shut a health risk assessment Please refer to Responses L-18-03, L-18-07 and Section
not &lng done - no matter how Iong it rakes, 11,F.
not the cost. My children m the most
important tfdrsgin the world to me. They are
worth the rime and money it would cost to
determine health risks.
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L-57

L-57-01

L-57-02

L-57-03

L-57-04

L-57-05

STATEMENT OF PE~R TEPLEY
31 Downing Street
Columbi& SC 29209

Tbc proposed Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) on rJreproposed Consolidated
Incineration Facility (CIF) at the Savannah
River Site is not warranted. llre data in the
Environmental Assessment (EA) study that
was the basis for the proposed FONSI was
incomplete and misleading. The EA: (1)
assumed utilstic destruction efficiency;

(2)’ failed to qudlfy and quantify the unburned
chemicals, products of inmmplete
combustion, and the heavy metals likely to be
emitted from the proposed Cm,

(3) ignored the health risks of chronic
exposure to incinerator emissions;

(4) down played the health and safety threats
to worke~, and

(5) failed to address the accumulative effat
of having a third hazardous waste incinerator
in South Carolina. For these reasons, an
Environmental Jmoact Statement ~IS) on the
proposed CIF mu~t”& “done. fie fiople of
South Carolina deserve no less. In addition, as
a matter of policy, a facility like the CIF
should never be considered without an EIS.

I look forward to hearing that the DOE will
take our health and safety seriously and order
art EIS on the proposed CIF.

Please refer to Section II, G.

Please refer to Response L-18-02, and Section II, F.

Please refer to Response L-18-03

Please refer to L-17-05.

Please refer to Section II, A and Response L18-07.
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L-58 STA~MENT OF JANE TOLLISON
Box 314
Norway, SC 29113

L-58-01 I am opposed to incineration of hazardous Please refer to Section II, C, D, F, H and Section 4.6 of
waste including wastes such as solids (?), the EA.
sludges (?) and organic and aqueous liquids (?)

- including the examples (?) oils, paints, solids
(?), rags (what kinds of?), clothing (what kinds
of?), and floor cleaning materials (made of
what?).

Fret, what ever we put into the ti, water, and
land cycles back to us! I don’t want to breath
this radioactive waste. I don’t want to drink it,
and I dom’twant to eat it. Putting it into tie
air, as you propose, assures us of all three.

Smnd, you have no research to prove the
safety of what you propose.

Thii, I do not want to be your guinea pig for
your research into tfds matter.

App=ntly, you ~ple failed thii grade
science and the life cycle bit. Or your greed in
the name of government controls you. Not
me! Think, ~ople! You m ~Willg it Up!
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L-59 STATEWNT OF TOM TURNIPSEED
1337 Assembly S~et
P. O. Box 11601
Columbia, SC 29211-1601

As a former state wnator who represented the Please refer to Section II, A.
Aiken and Barnwell counties and an
entinmental activist in South ~lina, I
hereby respectfully request that an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be
made regarding the proposed Consolidated
Incineration Facility (CfF) at the Savannah
River Site.

L-59-01 More than anything else, I am concerned about Please refer to Res~nse L18-07 response.
the accumulative effects of having another
incinerator in South Carolina when we afready
import so much cminogenic materiafs for
incineration in South Carolina.

I also respectfully request an EIS kause I
believe the environmental assessment done
earlier tils y-

L-59-02 1. Fails to account for potentiat impacts on the
food chain.

Please refer to Response L18-05.

L-59-03 2. Gives an inaccurate picture of day-to-day Please refer to Response L18-Od.
incinerator option and monitoring.

L-59-04 3. Does not tie into Wount the serious threat Please refer to Response L-17-05.
to worfcerhealth and safety.

L-59-05 4. Gives assu-fistic appraisal of desouction Please refer to Section II, G.
and removal efficiency.
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L-59-M 5. Does not qualify and quantify the Please refer to Response L- 18-02.
overwhelming majority of unburned
chemicals, products of incomplete combustion
and heavy metals likely to be adnrittd from
the incinerator

L-59-07 k. Ignores the risk of chronic exposure to
incinerator emissions.

Please refer to Response L-18-03.

Thank you for your consideration of this
important matter.
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L-60 STATEMENT OF THE WARLEY FAMILY
103 Whetsell
Reevesville, S. C. 29471

L-60-01 On behalf of the heafrh and welfare of my
family, I strongly object to the proposed CIF
to incinerate oils, paints, solvents, etc. only
approximately ~ miles from where we live in
Rwvesville, S. C.; This incineration will add
more and more air pollution to our already
overloaded bad quality air. Cement plants in
Harleyville and Holly Hill already overburden
our polluted air by burning hazardous waste.
They are 10-15 miles from us. Sourh
Carrdina’s air is terribly polluted at the present
time by almost 200 different types of chemical
plants.

The EPA TRI report shows that South
Carolina is the 16th worst air polluted state in
the nation with indusoial only (i.e. no auto
fumes included) deadly poisonous toxic

chemicals in the amount of 62,613,127 lbs
being released on an annual basis into S.C.’S
air. According to this report, S. C. haa mom
indusoiat toxic chemical releases to the air
than New Jersey or Massachusetts. AIw,
accorrling to tlds repnri, S. C. *S right
behind New Yorfcand ~tfomia with releases
of toxic chemicals to the air, and those two
states have much greater areas than S. C.

Please refer to Response L1 8-07.

Tbe Westinghouse Electric plant and the
medical waste incinerator in Hmpton, S. C.
also adds air pollution to the air my family
breathes.
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L-dO-01 A mcnt study (monitoring) test by Regional Please refer to Response L- 18-07.
(Continual) EPA showed that our air was badfy polluted

by rhe ethyl petrochemical plant in
Orangeburg with above normal amounts of the
following toxic chemicals: Toluene, benr.ene,
methylene chloride, and acetone.

S.C.’S topography is similar to the basin effect
in Los Angeles we need to clean up, rather
than add more air pollution with hundreds of
additiond autos coming on the road each
week. The power plants at Canady’s Goss
Roads afso adds pollution to our air.
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L-61 STA’fEA4ENTOF PATRICK L.
WHITWOR~
5 Guyton Street
Greenville, SC 29615

L-61-01 The statement that a hazardous waste
incinerator does not POX a threat to the
environment is ludicrous. Available
documentation on existing hazardous waste
incinerators ~ves quite the opposite is true.
The least that should be expected of the
Dcp-nt of Energy is the performance of
an environmental impact statement.

,.

L-61-02 With the mld war with Russia no longer
posing a rhreaL the need to continue the
manufacture of plutonium md umnium is
questionable. The ~sent mounts of the
necessary materials in storage is enough to
supply present all of the nations unnecessary
nuclear weapons. What little of this material
that wifl deteriorate can be easily replaced
with current stores. Therefore, the need for
waste dispoaaf metheds is not as great as
maybe it once was.

Please refer to Section II, A.

Please refer to Section II, B.

L-61-03 The proposed solution of encapsulating the ash Please refer to Response L48-01.
materials, left after incineration, in cement is
not a proven scientific solution. Cement is not
leak-~f which will aflow leakage md the
cement will deteriorate over time, leaving us
to deal with the problem again through
expensive remediation. And who will pay for
the remediation? me U. S. taxpayers and the
citizens of South Carolina will.
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L-61-04 Another hazardous waste incinerator in South please refer to L-18-07.
Carolina is not what we need! The Themal-
Kem incinerator in Roebuck has continually
had problems meeting the maximum emissions
allowable by the South Carolina Department
of Health and Environmental Conml
(SOHEC) and has been fined nummus
rimes by SCDHEC. It would be foolish ind~
to assume that the proposed incinerator for
Aiken would be operated with less detrimental
effects.

Incinerators have the potentird to pollute the
air, soil and water in a wide circle from the
plant. The higher the stack on the incinerator,
the further widespread the potentiat for

L-61-05 pollution. I have attached a position paper on DOE has reviewed the commenter’s r)osition paper.
incinerators baaed on extensive reseamh I please refer to Section II, A
gathered from nttmemus identiled sources. If
your office will take the time to peruse the
paper, there can be little doubt that an
Environmental Impact Statement is n-saary
before consideration can be given to
consoucang so incinerator for radioactive and
other hazardous wastes.

I am opposed to the siting of a hazardous
waste incinerator at the Savannah River Site.
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L-62 STATEMENT OF MRS. THOMAS WILSON
3fK)Wood Haven Dr., Apt. 2507
Hilton Head Island, SC 29928

The citizens of S.C. deserve a thorough Please refer to Section II, A.
L-62-01 analysis of the risks and environmental impact

of constructing and operating the CIF. Please
consider this analysis very carefully for the
health of the entire state.
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